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PREFACE. 

TH E readers of this controverfy con- 
cerning the per/on of Chrijl, will, I 
doubt not, congratulate themfelves on feeing 
it in new hands, and in thofe of perfons who 
promife to conduit it both with better tem- 
per, and with more knowledge of the fub- 
jedt, than it was done by Dr. Horiley. 

According to appearance, we muft now 
defpair of hearing any thing more from the 
Archdeacon of St. Albans. But this is not 
to be regretted, while fuch a man as the 
Dean of Canterbury has announced his en- 
trance into the fame field of combat, while 
Mr. Howes (though his motions are more 
tardy than he gave us reafon to expedfc they 
would be) remains in it ; while Mr. White, 
the learned profeffor of Arabic at Oxford, dis- 
covers fo much laudable zeal in the caufe of 

A % orthodoxy, 
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orthodoxy ; and while others, of no lefs eru- 
dition*, I am informed, are preparing to 
join the corps, now that they fee the danger 
to be prefling. 

Indeed, in a cafe of fo great emergency, 
when fo much may be loft, viz. the uninter- 
rupted pofleflion of ages, and fo much ho- 
nour (to fay nothing of emolument) is to be 
acquired by preferring it, who that has any 
confidence in his prowefs would not crowd 
to the ftandard, eredted by the Dean of 
Canterbury, who fo loudly calls upon all 
the friends of orthodoxy, to contend earneftlj 
for their faith ? Without any difparage- 
ment to this truly learned and worthy digni- 
tary, I hope his call will foon be anfwered 
by numbers, ftill higher in rank, and in 
fame, than even himfelf. " 

To be perfe&Iy ferious ; I muft acknow- 
ledge that it gives me more pleafure than I 

* In this I aUuded more particularly to Mr. Farkhurfi, 
whofe work having appeared fince this Preface was writ- 
ten, I have had an opportunity of replying to it at the clofe 
of the prefent publication. 
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can exprefs, to fee fuch a profpeft of this 
very important queftion, concerning the per- 
fon ofChrift, being thoroughly difcufled, and 
perhaps finally terminated; fo that the gene* 
rality of thofe who give attention to thefe 
fubje&s, may have reafon to think, that every 
confideration on which their judgment ought 
to be formed, will be fairly before them $ 
that every weak or doubtful argument will 
appear to be fo, and that nothing will remain 
in the fcale, but what has unqueftionable 
weight. 

The learned and inquifitive will then no 
longer halt between two opinions. If Chrift: 
be truly God, they will receive and honour 
him as fuch ; but if he be only a man fent 
by God $ they will honour him as the am- 
baflador of God, not fo muchi regarding him- 
felf, as him that fent him, And whatever 
fball be the fettled opinion of the learned^ it 
will, in due time, become that of the un* 
learned, and of the chriftian world in gene* * 
jaL To be the inftruments in the hands of 
pivine Providence in bringing about fo great 

A3 an 
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an event, is fo honourable, that I hope it 
cannot fail to excite the laudable ambition of 
many. Such an opportunity of diftinguifh- 
ing themfelves, and of ferving the caufe of 
truth, may not foon occur again. 

I feel more particular fatisfa&ion in that 
part of this generous conteft which relates 
to Dr. Price; partly becaufe it is the firft 
opportunity that has been afforded me of 
difcufling in this manner the fubjed: of 
Arianifm j and alfo becaufe it enables me to 
give another example of the manner in 
which I moft wifli to condudi a contro- 
verfyj to fhew that friends to each other 
may, at the fame time, be greater friends to 
truth j and that they can even earnejily con* 
tend for this, without the leaft haziard of a 
breach in their friendship. 

It is too common for perfons engaged in 
controverfy to lofe fight of truth, and to 
contend for viftory only. And when that 
is the objedt, thofe paffions. which enter into 
pther contefts, which have the fame objedt, 

enter* 
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enter into this ; and the effefl: is both un- 
pleafant in itfelf, and in a variety of refpedts, 
unfavourable to the caufe of truth. But in 
our former difcuflion of the dodlrines of ma- 
teriaBfnu and neceffity, nothing of this kind 
appeared on either fide, and the door (hall 
be as religioufly (hut againft it in this. 

That difcuflion was brought to its pro- 
per termination ; each of us having ad- 
vanced every thing that we thought proper 
in fuppbrt of our refpe&ive opinions, and 
then we made a joint publication of the 
whole. In this cafe, my friend has declared 
his refolution not to engage in any contro- , 
verfy ; and, as the time is approaching, 
when I may think proper to make a fimilar 
refolution, I (hall not urge him on the fub- 
je£t. But I write with his full confent ; and 
we both of us earneftly wi(h that fome other 
common friend, at leaft fome other learned 
Arian, who, like him, (hall be adtuated by 
a pure love of truth, may take his place* 
Whoever he be, I will engage that he (hall 
have no reafon to complain of me. He 

A 4 (hall 
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fhall have nothing to Fear but fair difpaf- 
iionate argument; and if he be worthy to 
fucceed Dr. Price, it will be a matter of in- 
difference to him, whether the friendly con- 
teft end in his favour, or in mine. 

My highly valued friend will himfelf not 
fail to give due attention to what we write ; 
and if he fhould fee reafon to change his 
opinion with refpedt to any particular ar* 
tide in the difcuffion, I have no doubt but 
that he will generoufly avow it in the future 
editions of his Sermons. Should he be in- 
duced to abandon Arianifm altogether (O 
that this were not too much to be expected 
of man) I have as little doubt, that he 
would take an early opportunity of acknow- 
ledging it, and with that ingenuous franknefs 
which marks his charadfcer. In this cafe, 
we fhould perhaps alfo have from his hand, 
a ftriking view of the Socinian, or a$ he 
himfelf would then call it, the only proper 
unitarian dodLtint* There. is an energy in 
what he delivers, as coming dire&ly from 
fh<? heart, which few writers have attained. 

.3 >« 
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It is not mere mental ability that can en* 
able a man to write like him. It requires 
perfedt integrity, as well as a found under- 
standing. Better were it to be in any error 
with fuch a heart, than have the beft head, 
and hold all truth, without it. 

. Writing to the Dean of Canterbury, who 
is at the head of a college in Oxford, I was 
infenfibly led to addrefs myfclf to the young 
men who are in a courfe of education for the 
chriftian miniftry at the two univerjities. For" 
this, I hope, to obtain their pardon, if not 
their thanks. What I have done proceeds 
from an earneft defire to awaken their atten- 
tion to a fubjedt that moft nearly concerns 
them, and through them the public ', whom 
they are deftined to ferve. 

To have gone on, as many have done, from 
generation to generation, fubfcribing what 
they have not confidered, and then main- 
taining it becaufe they have fubfcribed it, 
gnd becaufe they would be diftreflcd if they 

fhould 
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fhoald abandon at once the fruits of their 
fubfcription, can only have arifen from a 
want of attention to fo ferious a fubjedh 
The moft important and the plaineft of all 
truths may not be perceived, till it be dif- 
tin&ly pointed out. But when attention is 
excited, the ingenuous youth, who would 
otherwife have gone heedlefsly on, as thou- 
fands have done before him, will ftart at 
the apprehenfion of a wrong ftep in his 
condudt, as at the fight of a precipice before 
him; and then, whatever be the inconve- 
nience of retreating, he will fee that it mufl 
be better than to proceed. 

May the God of truth open all our minds, 
and lead us into all truth ; and efpecially may 
he give us the courage to acknowledge it, 
when it is difcovered. The confequences 
of this may, in certain circumftances, be 
painful, but they are temporary; whereas 
the confequence of perfifting in error, and 
of living in the perpetual violation of in- 
tegrity, while it fills the ingenuous mind 

with 
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with anguifli here, muft be followed by 
much greater anguifli hereafter. Such con^ 
du£t requires only to be fairly exhibited. 
It muft at- once be fecn to be unworthy of 
a man, and much more fo of a chriftian, 
and a chriftian minifter. 



As I wifli not to trouble my readers with 
piore publications in this controverfy than 
may be neceflary ; and I expert, at leaft 
hope, to have many more antagonifts than 
have yet appeared, I here inform them, 
that I fhall not make an immediate reply to 
every particular publication, but fhall gene- 
rally wait a proper time, in order to take 
into confideration what may be advanced by 
feveral of them, as I have done on this oc- 
fafion. 

It is my earneft wifli that this important 
controverfy with trinitarians, and efpecially 
^ith Arians, may come to a proper termina- 
tion. 
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tion. Nothing, as I have more than once de* 
clared, fhall be wanting on my part to bring 
it to this defirable iffue ; and 1 pledge myfelf 
to the public, not to pafs without notice any 
obje&idn to which I may be unable to make 
a fatisfadtory reply. If it relate to a fub- 
je£t of much confcquence, I fhall not only 
make a frank acknowledgment of my mif- 
take, but take the moft early opportunity 
of doing it $ but if it only aftedfc an article 
of fmall confequence^ I may content my- 
felf with corre&ing my works, if they 
fhould ever come to another edition. If 
any perfon think me fuperior to my adver- 
faries with refpedt to force of argument 
(which can only arife from the goodnefs 
of the caufe which I have efpoufed) I am 
determined to give them proofs of a ftill 
greater fuperiority with refpedt to ingenu- 
oufnefs. 

Let it be underftood, however, that this 
engagement relates only to the hijiory that 
I have given of the rife and progrefs of the 

trim*. 
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trinitarian doctrine, of Arianifm, and of 
unitarianifm, in the early ages, which is a 
proper field for the learned in ecckfwjiical 
btftory^ and not to that branch of the con- 
troverfy which has been fo long canvafled, 
that very little that is new can be cxpe&cd 
to be advanced on any fide, I mean the doc- 
trine of the fcriptures on the fubjed, any 
farther than it may be introduced inciden- 
tally, and in connexion with the hiftorical 
difcuflion. 

But this hiftorical difcuflion, when the 
nature of it is well confidered, cannot, as I 
have frequently obferved, but be thought 
to decide concerning the whole controverfy. 
For, if it be true, as I have endeavoured to 
prove by copious hiftorical evidence, not 
only that proper unitarians were in commu- 
nion with the catholic church, and were 
not clafled with heretics ; but that the great 
mafs of unlearned chriftians continued to be 
limply unitarians till the fecond and third 
century, it will hardly be doubted but that 

their 
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their inftru&ors, viz. the apoftles, and firft 
difciples of Chrift, were unitarians alfo, and 
therefore that no other interpretation of the 
fcriptiires than that of the unitarians, as op- 
pofed to that of the trinitarians, or Arians, 
can be the true one. 

N. B. I am juft informed that it was not 
Mr, Prettyman, but Dr. Prettyman him- 
fclf, the prefent bifhop of Lincoln, who 
preached the Sermon mentioned p. 6. I 
fhould be forry to fix a charge of illiberality 
on any wrong perfon $ and I fhall now 
with more confidence expedt, from the high 
rank of his Lordfhip, that he will do me 
the juftice I require. 
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LETTER I. 

Introduction, and of the Charge of Ignorance or Infin* 
cerity in the Defenders of the DoSrine of the Trinity* 

Rev. Sir, 

AFTER being engaged in a controverfy re- 
lating to the dpj&rine of the trinity, with 
jbme very jnfolent, and, as I think I have ihewn, 
inefficient antagonifts, I rejoice that in you, I have 
met with one who is truly candid, learned, and in 
every view refpe&able. You, Sir, are as fenfible 
as myfelf of the importance of this difcuffion, and 
have the fame wifh to conduft it in the moft pro- 
per, that is, in the moft amicable manner, as lovers 
of truth,, and not contenders for viftory. " We 
€€ muft not," you fay, p. 9, " knowingly engage 
,** in a bad caufe, nor perfevere, if, in the procefs, 
* we difcover our caufe to be a bad one. No mif- 

B "chief," 
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"chief," p. 15, "will arifc from the difcuffion. 
" Truth always has been, apd always will be, a 
u gainer by it." 

With refpeft to the fubjeft of this controverfy, 
you very juftly fay, p. 2, " If the do&rine of the 
u trinity be not true, the chriftian church has been 
u guilty of idolatry" and though I do not think 
it is with equal juftice that you add, "from the 
" very days of the apoftles," it has Certainly been 
the cafe from a very early period . Againft an ac- 
cufation of this magnitude, you, who hold the doc- 
trine, certainly do well to defend yoiirfelves, and 
to exert all your powers to repel the attack that is 
made upon you. 

You agree with me in having no diflike to con- 
troverfy in general, faying, p. 1 5, " it is a whole- 
u fome exercife for us. It excites attention, and 
< c prevents indifference, the eriemy of air others 
" the moft to be dreaded." In this, however, you 
differ very widely from Mr. Howes, who, though 
he voluntarily engages in this difcuffion, is of opi- 
nion that no good ever arofe from controverfy. 

As you and I, Sir, agfee in fo many particulars, 
I flatter myfelf that, in due time, we fhall be able 
to bring this important cdntroverfy to a proper 
termination, fo that whatever may be the* cafe 
with refpeft to ourfelves, and others engaged in 
the difcuffion (for whofe prejudices allowance will 

cafily 
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fcafify be made) attehtive readers will be able to 
perceive on which fide the truth lies. 

Befcrfe I proceed any farther, 1 wifli td let you 
tight with refpetft td a charge agaiiift me, that 
1 am confident is ill-founded, viz. that I confider 
all the defenders of the doftrine of the trinity as 
either ignorant, or infincere, p. 30. I really cannot 
imagine on what it is that this fuppofitidn is 
founded; fince, in a variety of places in my 
writings, I have exprcfled the greateft refpeft for 
lbme of thofe who have defended the doctrines of 
the church of Rome, as well as thofe of the church 
of England; and I have no doubt of their being 
equal to any unitarians with refpeft to ability, 
learnings or integrity. 

This charge, I fuppofe, you have adopted from 
Dr. Horfley, who advanced it in his Letters to me 9 
p. 172. But you fliould not have repeated it 
without having read, and noticed, my reply to him 
on that fubjeft, in my Second Set of Letters td him, 
in which, among other things, I fay, p. 213, €< 1 
" do not pretend to recoiled all that I have writ- 
" ten \ but 1 have fuch a cbnfcioufnefs of never 
Cf having meant, or intended to fay, what Dr. 
"Horfley here charges me with, that I will ven- 
€S ture to affertthat he cannot have any more au* 
€C thbrity for this, than for the privileges granted 
41 to the Jcwifh chriffians of Jerufalem on their 
" abandoning the ceremonies of their old religion. 
B 2 —I lhall 
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" — rl fhall therefore confid^r this charge of Qr f 
" Horfley as a mere calumny y till he fhall prexjucf 
" fome evidence for it. And if, in any of my 
J c . writings, he can find fuflicient authority for his 
" accufaticm, I here retraft what I advaacsd^ w& 
?. c alk pardofl for it." 

. As Dr. Horfley did publiih a Reply tc> my 
Letters, without producing any proof of his chafgft 
I am at liberty to confider it not only as a cqbtm- 
ap?* but as 4* acknowledged one, with the aggravation 
%>[ his not having the grace to a(k pardon, fpr ifc 
which certainly a regard to truth, and to the public* 
called for. Since you, Sir, chufe to take up tfcj 
hotter where he left it, I am under a nep$fl||y pf 
calling upon you* to do what he ought to hav? 
done, dr to acknowledge your inability to do it, 
apd -confequqntly the injuftice of your accufation. 
I have the fame right to call Upon Dr. Parr, wl*9 
has likewifp jrqeorded this aqcyfetioii in the note* 
tQ hi* Sermon on Education. 

It is true that I do not think quite fp highly of 
Dr. Horfley^ literature as you do, but among 
other- defenders of the do&rine of the trinity, 1 am 
far from denying him a competent fhare of it ; 
though he has, upon all occafipns, eipreffsd the 
greateft contempt for mine, befides charging me 
repeatedly With the moft fraudulent praSicesm the 
eonduft of this controverfy. 1 wifh his ingenuouf- 
nefs had been equal to his ability, or his learning* 
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As to your learning, Sir, no perfon who hats feeri 
your ^ttfion of the pfakn$> can call it in queftion. 
and fliat you are a real believer in the doftrine of 
the trinity, as laid down in the Athanafian creed, 
it is irtipoffible to entertain a doubt, after your vttj 
folemn declaration to that purpofe; 'wheti yoti 
fay, p. 3, cc 1 declare before God, in the flncctfity 
w 6f my foul, upon the beft judgment I can form, 
f * I am verily perfuaded it is the do&rifie of the 
" fcripturc, and of the primitive <shifrch." 

I am far from being offended at the compli- 
ment you pay Dr. Horfley, p. aa, a* *' evidently 
* c an over-matph for me, in p6iiit of literature/' 
feftd do not bonder that you lhoukJ think, p. t$ 9 
that, *• the thanks of thfe chutth of England *t<k 
i€ due to him for his feafonable, learned, aftd judi^ 
u cious writings in her defence ;" and therefore, 
that you fhould urge him, " to occupy the depart- 
€C ment he is fo thoroughly qualified to fill, and td 
€€ go on, by fruftf atihg the attempts of your adver- 
cc faries, to deprive you of the argument from tra- 
<c ditiqn." lam only 'concerned that, in this, you 
feem to give up that important province to him, 
when, in my opinion, it would be much better 
occupied by yourfelf. 

I do not know, however, how it is, but after the 
great exertions of this boaftful champion of yours 
(whom all your encomiums and encouragement 
will not, I fear, be able to bring into the fldtf 

B 3 . '' *gaiii) 
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again) your church feerm more felicitous than fever 
to procure more help, and from other quarters. 
Your own fermon, the objeft of which i& to exhort 
your friends to contend earneftly for the faith, is a 
proof of this; and from many other publication*, 
as well as the language that, as I am informed, is 
frequently held from many pulpits in different parts 
of the kingdom *\ it fhould feemthat, notwith- 
{landing all that had been done by Dr. Horfley, 
the faith of the church, and cbnfequently the church 
itfelf, is ftill in danger.* Is all thifc " to flay the 
flain V 9 The leaft that can be inferred from your 
fermon is, that the controverfy is hardly well be- 
gun, and by no means that it is ended; and from 
your engaging \x\ it, I flatter myfelf that it will be 
conduced iji a manner infinitely mpre pleafing, 
both to myfelf, and the public, as Well as more 
fatisfa&ory with refpedt to the objeft. of it, than it 
is probable that it would have been, if it had con- 
tinued in the hands of Dr. Horfley. 
I am, with real efteem, 
Rev. §ir, 
Your very humble Servant, 

J. PRIfcSTkEY. 

* I have heard that Mr- Prettyman, brother to Dr. Pretty- 
man, fecretary to Mr, Pitt, and now bifliop of Lincoln, 
preached a very virulent fermon, in which my name was men* 
[ tioned, before the Corporation of Norwich. I hone he is Co 
much a man of honour, as to publifh the fermon, and thereby 
give me an opportunity of knowing,./™* bimfiif, what he really 
4&f fay of me, that, if it appear t<> mc to be necefTarv, I may 
Vindicate myfelf. 
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LETTER II. 

Of the Argument from Antiquity, and of Dr. Horflef$ 
Services with Reft eft to it. 

Rev. Sir, 

TT is evident from your exhortations to Dr. 
-*- Horfley, and the whole tenor of your difcourfe, 
that, notwithftanding the ftrefs you very juftly 
lay upon the doftrine of the fcriptures, you do not 
undervalue the opinion of the primitive church. 
You fay, p. 31, * 4 If the doftrine of our Lord's 
* c divinity be not tfye doftrine of the fcriptures, 
€( and of the primitive church" (as if thefe riiuft 
have been the fame) Cf it matters not how, when, 
*« or by whom, it was afterwards introduced. It 
cc fhould not have been received, and ought not 
cc to be retained." 

If, therefore, it can be proved by independent k 
evidence, that the great body of primitive chrif- 
tians were unitarians, one of the ftrong holds of 
your faith is removed, and the other mull be in 
great danger. For you could hardly have ex- 
preffed yourfelf in the manner you have done, 
in the above quotation, if you had not thought 
fame regard due to the fejife in which the primi- 
B4 ^vc 
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tive chriftians underftood thofe books of fcripture, 
which were written more immediately for their 
ufe, and in a language with which they were per- 
fectly acquainted $ regard enough to . render us 
doubtful of the different interpret ations which 
vwy be given at fo great a diftance of time as. the 
preient, and under the influence of fuch a mafs of 
prejudices as, may be fuppofed to have been con- 
tra&ed in the courfe of feventeen hundred years. 

It cannot be doubted, but that the primitive 
chriftians really thought that their opinions, what* 
ever they were, were contained in the fcriptures* 
as thefe were the ftandard to which they conftantljr 
appealed. When you fay, therefore, of what I 
have written, as you chufe to cxpreft it, p. ji, 
€t in four large volumes, concerning the Jews, 
" and the Gnoftics, and the Ehionites, and the 
€€ Nazarenes; concerning Plato, and Philo, and 
cc Jufiin Martyr, and Tertullian y concerning 
" philosophers, Fathers, and heretics, many and 
" diverfe, but all unitarians * ; concerning the 
" fuppofpd caution of the apoftles, ajid the meta- 

* There is rattier too much of rhetoric in this paffage to be 
ftfj&Jy true. 1 am far front /ttp*pefirig that Jufiin Martyr, 
Tertullian, and many dthers of the Filers, ufcere unitarian*. 
I hate fhewn that they were trinitariana* but hot fuch ae the 
Dean of Canterbury would call fo now, as they did not believe 
the frerfeft eqoaSty of air the ffcrie pet tens, bat uniformly lieM 
the inferiority of the Son to the Father, *nkfc Dr. Horfl*y 
jnuft alfo do, as he maintains, that the Father it tKe/«Mtf»> if 
dtitji and has feme unknown pre-eminence over the Son. 

** physical 
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*«phyfical and injudicious arguments and dif- 
€i quifitions of writers, whether ancient or mo- 
" dern, upon any part of the fubjeft; that ail 
cc this, with the goodly edifice raifed on fuch a 
44 foundation, will fall dire&ly to pieces, vanifh 
f € into air -, and, like the bafelefs fabric of a vi~ 
cc fion, leave not a wreck behind j" your, con* 
clufion is rather too hafty. 

If, Sir, what I have advanced in thofe four vo- 
lumes be iuft : if, from the various evidence that 
I have produced, it be indifputable, as I think it 
is, that the primitive chriftian church was unita- 
rian 5 if all the explanations and defences of the 
doftrine of the trinity by thofe who firfc broached 
it, and by thofe who have fince maintained it, be 
abfurd, and no better explanations or defences 
can be produced, the doftrine itfelf cannot be 
true ; and no criticifm upon any texts of fcfip- 
ture, if they can poffibly bear an unitarian inter- 
pretation, can prove it to be fo. 

As you ftrongly recommend the ftudy of ec- 
clefiaftical hiftory, and that of the Fathers, I 
prefume that, though you wifh Dr. Horfley to 
occupy this department in the preftnt difcuffion, 
you have not negle&ed to give due attention to 
it yourfclf. Indeed, your deciding fo peremp- 
torily as you do, on Dr. Horflcy's fuperiority 
to me in that refpedt, fhews that you think your- 
fclf qualified to jucfge between us. Permit me 
then to requeft, that you wpuld ftate a little more 

particularly, 
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particularly, what die ferviccs of Dr. Horfley in 
this province, which you commend fo much, 
have really been. For I cannot fuppofe that you 
would have given fo general and decided a judg- 
ment on the whole of the argument without 
having examined all the particulars, of whici} 
that whole confifts. 

As a lover of truth, then, and a candid fcholar, 
pleafe, whenever you publifh your large work, 
to anfwer the following queftionsy?nVtf/« f 

i. Has Dr. Horfley proved that thofe who are 
called Ebionites, or Nazarenes > had no exigence 
in the age of the apoftles, and that the latter 
had their name from Nazareth, on their retiring. 
to that place after the deftru&ion of Jerufalem 
by Adrian ? Has he even proved that any of 
them were ever fettled there at all ? 

a. Has he proved, as he undertook to do, that 
the Nazarenes, or Jerom's Hebrews believing in. 
Cbrifi, were orthodox with refpeft to the doftrine 
of the trinity * ? 

3, Has he, after* eighteen months re-confi- 
deration* of the fubje&, and corre&ing his former 

* Since I wrote my reply to Dr. Uorjlefs Remark, I ob- 
ferve that Dr. Lardner underftood the paflage in Jerom ex* 
aftly as I did, taking it for granted, that by Nazarenes he 
meant the fame people whom he called Hebrews believing in 
Cbrifi. See his Teftirnqnies; vol. 1. p. 19. 

opinion, 



DEAN OF CANTERBURY. ji 

opinion, proved (Remarks, p. 60) that there 
were, in reality, five fedts of Jewifh chriftians* 
though Origen and Eufebius exprefsly make 
them to be no more than two> fome of them 
admitting; and others denying, the miraculous 
conception j but all of them disbelieving the 
divinity of Chrift, and adhering to the law of 
Moles? If this is to be received as authentic 
hiftory, let us have, at lcaft, the authority of the 
Dean of Canterbury for it, as well as that of the 
Archdeacon of St. Albans. 

4. Has he proved that Origea, who exprefsly 
afferts that no Jewifh chriftians believed die di- 
vinity of Chrift* was, in that, or in any other re* 
fpeft, a wilful liar ; and therefore not to be crc- 
dited in any thing, an article which he has la- 
boured fo much in his laft publication ? 

5. Has he proved that there was a church of 
orthodox Jewifti chriftians at Jerufalcm after the 
time of Adrian ?— another article on which he 
has bcftowe&much pains in his laft piece, 

6. Has he invalidated any thing that I have 
advanced to prove that Athanafius, and other? 
of the Fathers, reprefented the apoftles as having 
been obliged to ufe great caution in teaching the 
<Jo#rine of the divinity of Chrift, and that of the 
trinity, left it fliotild (hock the prejudices of the 

firfl; 
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ftrfl: converts in favour of the dottrines of the 
ynity of God, and the humahity of Chrift ? ? 

7. Has he proved that the Jews in our Sa- 
viour's time were believers m thedoftrine of the 
trinity, that they eipefted the fecond perfon of 
it in the chara&er of their Meffiahi and confer 
quently that the. apoflles confidcxed Chrift & 
God from the time that they coiifidcred hiiii as 
tboMdfiAhf :._. .... :i 

8. Has he proved that the unitarians were 
confidered a* heretics in early times ? 

; : ' ~... : . 'V 

9. Has he proved that prayers for fuccour in ex<- 
ternal perfecution are properly addreffed to Chrift ? 

io. lias he proved that by the generation cf 
the Son, all tne Fathers meant a difplay of bis 
powers, and not his* afiuming a proper personality, 
from having been, a mere attribute of the Father.? 

ti. Has he proved that there is no difference 
betwefen the do&rine of the perfonificatiori of the 
logos, and the peculiar opinions. of the Arians : 
'than Which I have afferteel that no fchemes were 
ever moredire&ly oppofed to each other? 

11. Has he proved the antiquity of the do&rine 
of the divinity of Chrift from the writings of Bar- 
nabas, and Ignatius ? 

13. Has 



a\ 



DEAN (*F CANTERBURY. *$ 

' 13. Ht* he proved the origin of the Sprt, 
the fecond perfon in the trinity, from the Father** 
cwtetvpUting his own perfections ? an opinion* 
J. .brieve, peGiUUrtohijnfelC unfupported by any 
authority, ancient or modern, I think I per- 
ceive thzt> with refpeft fo this curious particular, 
he has not given you entire fatisfa^ion •, fince, 
with refpeffc to -allScliecmts to explain the do&riae 
of the trinity, you fay, p. 4a, " they leave us juft 
" where we were, totally in the cfcrjt." ?n<te?d, 
I do not wonder that a notion (q fuper-eminently 
$bford, fo void of all fojjndation in the fcripture% 
in common fenfe, ©r primitive antiquity, ihould 
not recommend. itfeif to thofc who do not wiflitp 
/expofe the doAri^e of the trinity, a* abfcUttrif 
ridiculous. 

Indeed, Sir, to undertake the defence of your 
applauded champion on thde articles (and I might 
have extended the lift ta many more) is an Her- 
culean attempt. Greatly muft the execution of 
it fwell the work you have in hand, and. well may 
you. crave indulgence, p. 32, as to the article of 
time. I think it muft appear, to all impartial 
readers, that Dr. Horiley has been completely 
/oiled ia his attempts to prove any one of the 
above-mentioned particulars, and every other 
that is. of any importance to the real merits of 
the queftion between us. And if this be the 
xafe, what, fignifies the great fuperiority of his 
learning. Nay, if all , his fuperior ability, and 
.... 3 learning, 
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.learnings has not enabled him to prove what he 
fo carneftly contended for, does it not afford an 
argument, that neither learning, nor ability, can 
be of aXkf avail in the caufe that he has efpoufed ? 

Utterly unable to make any plaufible defence 
•of himfcif in other articles, after waiting eighteen 
months^ with an air of infolcnce peculiar to him- 
♦felf (whifch you, Sir, tacitly condemn, by recom- 
mending a mode of condu&ing controverfy, the 
very reverie of his) he challenged me again with 
-refpeft to the veracity of Origen, and the cxiftence 
of a church of orthodox Jewilh chriftians at Je- 
mfalem after the time of Adrian. But in my 
Reply, which was immediate, I have fhewn that, 
inftead of relieving himfelf, he has involved him* 
felf in much greater confufion and difficulty than 
•ever ; having grofsly mifunderftood every one 
of the five paflages from the Fathers which he 
produced in his defence. In this Reply of mine, 
which has been published about fix months, I 
call upon him to defend himfcif, and his argu- 
ment, in fuch a manner as, I believe, there is no 
example of any perfon being called upon (except 
Mr. White, of Oxford, by myfelf). , In the con- 
clufion I fay, " On this article, at leaft, an article 
" deliberately fele&ed by yourfclf, let the con- 
c< troverfy between us come to a fair iflue. No- 
" thing has been, or ftxall be, wanting on my part* 
c< and therefore the public will certainly expedl 
c< your explicit and Jpeedy anfwer." 

What, 
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• What, Sir, can you think of a man who can 
fit down contented without making any reply to 
fuch a call as this ? Had any perfon called upon 
me in this manner, he would have had my Reply 
{either vindicating myfelf, or acknowledging my 
inability to do it) in a week, or as foon as it had 
been phyfically poffible for it to be difpatched. 

When you fpeak of the great learning of Dr. 
Horfley, it is to be fuppofed that you fpeak of 
dfc> much of it as is before tbejworld-, and wc have 
not yet feen enough to juftify your very high 
encomiums* If the world fhould happen to 
think lefs highly of it than you do, they may fay 
that the thanks of the church of England were 
very lightly bellowed. 

To confine ourfelves to this controverfy (and 
you do not profefs to look any farther) will you 
fay that you infer his fuperior learning from his 
tranflating AwT^ by the Englifh word ideot*; 

* If any authority could be wanting in fupport of my in- 
terpretation of the word i<Piu)tK, I might quote that of the 
famous Bent ley, whofe learning will hardly be called in ques- 
tion by Dr. Horfley himfelf. In his remarks on a work inti- 
tied, A Difeourfe on Free-thinking, p. 118, heexprefles himfelf in 
the following manner with refpeft to that very translation of this 
word, which Dr. Horfley adopted, and Mr. Badcock defendt. 

" Ab Idiotis Evangeliflis, By idiot evangelifls, fays our author ; 
•* who, if he is finccre in this verfion, proves himfelf a very 
" idiot in the Greek and Latin acceptation of that word. 
'* \&h£\k % Jdiota ; i/fiteretus, indoBus % rudis. See Du Frefne 
" in his Gloflaries, who takes notice that idiota for an idiot, or 
" natural/ml, is peculiar to your Englifh law, for which he 

ft cites 
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from his arguing from the pronoun »7®-, as ne- 
ctffmly referring to a per/on ; from hia faying 
that m «*** ™ n cannot be rendered by mtbtnj^ 
but ; from his taking the part of Mr. Badcock ia 
tendering «**» y«f u& axkat t^woy, ethers on tmtbtr 
fieri, or from his conftru&ion of Jerom's quid d$~ 
cam ? Tljefe are almoft all the fpecimens that he 
has exhibited of his profound acquaintance with 
the learned languages in the courfc of this contro- 
versy} and, in the opinion of many, who are not 
without pretentions to fcholarihip, it will not be to 
die credit of the Dean of Canterbury to praife any 
man fo very highly on thefe accounts. 

*. 
There are many alfe, wha do not think fo 
highly as you do of Dr. Horfley's merit with re- 
fpeft to the church of England, or the do&rine of 
the trinity, a$ one of its articles. And there are, I , 
believe, at this moment, many unitarians, who think 
themfelves under greater obligations to him, thaa 
any trinitariahs whatever. For to him has beea 
owing, in a great jneafyre, the prefent difcuflipn 
of the fubjeft, which muft now proceed till th$ 
great queftion be decided; and with refpeft to 
the final iffue, judging from his acknowledged 

f c cites RuftaL Did Vifior therefore mean UUt twaxgiMs in 
w you* EngliftTfenfe ? No, but UtiUrate, unltarntd. What 
" the* muft we think of our author for his fcandalous tranC 
" latioa here. Whether imputation will he chufe %o He un-, 
*' der, that he knew the meaning of Vj&or, or that he knew 
" it not r" Dr. Hartley muft fuppofe the fame queftion fat 
tohimfelf. 

\ ability 
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ability to defend the do&rine of the trinity, as far 
as it is defenfible, they entertain no doubt at all % 
being confident that fcripture, reafbq, and anti- 
quity, will be found equally in their favour* 

It is the earneft wHh of 41 uhitarians, and df 
Jione more than myfelf, that your high encomiuma 
may bring youf- champion into the field again* I 
Jfaave done every thing in my power, and in my 
Way, to fecond your wifhes. But as he took 
eighteen months to make his laft reply, he may 
be like a comet, whofe periodical revolution is 
that period of time, and if fo, it will be in vain 
that we endeavour to accelerate the courfe of na- 
ture. 

As you are fo layifh in your praife of one of 
your champions, I wonder you Jhould overlook 
the merit of others, fuch^as Mr. Burgh* who had 
the title of LL.D. conferred upon him at Oxford, 
for his attfofrer to Mr. Lindley j Mr. White, who 
has ftepped into the arena with looks of ftouter de* 
fknee than any of you, though his deeds do not 
feem to -cor refpond to them; and Mr. tiowes, 
Who has undertaken the moft difficult department 
in the Whole difcufiion, viz. to prove that the Jew* 
Were always trinitarians (which is the counterpart 
of Moliere's Mtdedn tnnlgre lui) and; that there 
Were no unitarians at all till about the council 
of Nice* Time will fhew how ingenioufly he will 
mairtttti &ch paradoxes as thefe. 

^ I am, &c. 

C LETTER 
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LETT E R III. 

Of Jbe Interference of Civil Power in Matters of 
Religion* 

r Rev. Sir* 

'TH HERE is one article of confiderable import^ 
ance on whidh you have touched in thefe Ser- 
nions of yours, with refpeft to which you feem to 
be under a miftake yourfelf, and will probably 
miflead others. . I wilh, therefore, to fetyou right 
before the publication of your larger work. . 

You more than hint, that the cdnfequence of 

t|ie general prevalence of unitarianifm, will be the 

exclufion of trinitarians from the church. You 

even fuggeft, that it is our wifh, and intention, .to 

apply external force, in order to bring this about, 

whenever we fhall think the times fufficienriy ripe 

for fuch a meafure. cc A zealous anti-trinitarian/' 

ycm fay, p. 10, "may fancy that thofe idolatrous 

cc churches and kingdoms require to'bef quickened 

" in their progrefs towards deftru&ion. He may 

cf conceive himfelf to be in duty bound to become 

cc an inftrument in executing the vengeance of 

cc heaven upon them, for refufing to admit an Arian 

cc or 
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With refpedt to this infinuation, I can only fay, 
that nothing has yet been advanced by any unita- 
rian that can give the leaft colour to it. It is not 
confident with your ufual candour, and what no 
appearances whatever have made at all probable. 
Indeed, Sir, we fee no occafion to have recourfe to 
an arm offlejh, in this conteft. We have a certain 
profpeft of viftory by the mere force of argument, 
and without any rifk whatever. I can appeal to 
the uniform tenor of all my writings, and efpe- 
cially my Aidrefs to Prottjtant Dijfenters as fucb y 
if I have not always inculcated the moft peaceable 
methods of promoting reformation, and have not 
even gone farther to recommend the patient fuf- 
fering of wrong than njoft,OLher writers. 

- I muft produce another paflage from. your Ser- 
mons, relating to the intolerance , of unitarians. 
" Let us only fuppofe," you fay, p, 4, " that the di- 
cc reftion of ecclefiaftical matters, in this kingdom, 
cc fhould pafs into the hands of thofe perfons who 
f cc regard the dodlrine of the trinity as involving in 
" it an abfurdity equal to that of tranfubltantiation, 
cc and as being, the grand obftacle tj the conver- 
* c fion of Jews, Mahometans, and Deifts ; who 
** deem the worfhip of Chrift to be grofs idolatry, 
" and high treafon againfl: the majefty of the one 
C 2 " fupreme 
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"fupretae God; muft not the new unkariaii 
<c church^ with its confeflion and fervices, be fo 
cc conftituted, as utterly, and for ever, to exclude 
cc us from becoming members of it ? Mod un- 
>cc dotibtedly, and of -neceffity it mull. An Unita- 
u rian people, we are tdld> will not long be fatif- 
#c fied with a trinitarian eftablifhment. Indeed 
" I fuppofe they will not. They will endeavour 
"to overturn it, and it is our bufinefs to prevent 
" them from fo doing.'* 

Now, Sir, had you given more attention to the 
nature of the cafe, you could nevef have appre- 
hended any danger to youffelf, or to any trinitarians, 
from an unitarian liturgy* becaufe it would con- 
tain nothing offenfoe to you, nothing in which ypu 
could not heartily join : whereas, we are abfolutely 
excluded from joining in your worfhip, by your ttu 
nitarian forms. While you acknowledge one God 
(*hlch you always profefs to do) yotrtnay ftoely 
addrefs your prayers to that one God, calling him, 
as you are authorized to do in the fcriptures, the 
maker of heaven and earth, the God and Father of 
dur Lord Jefus Ghrifi y the one trtie God, as our Sa- 
viour calls him, the great being vrhofent him, who 
raifed him from the dead, and vfho gave him glory. 
For it is to this God that all unitarians pray \ and 
to £ being of this defcription you trinitarians may 
alfo pray, fo long as you can accommodate to your 
notions this fcripture language, and foppofe Jefus 

Chrift 
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Chrill himfelf, and the Holy Spirit, to be in any 
manner included in this definition, or defcription, 
of the one true God. This is a mental process $f 
your own, with which yourfelves only are con- 
cerned, and in which we have nothing to do. If 
you can, by any means, accommodate fuch lanr 
guage as that above mentioned to your peculiar 
fentiments, in reading the fcriptures, in which it 
perpetually occurs, you may do the fame in our 
forms of worlhip. 

We can now join in ufing the Lord f s prayed 
and in almofl; all the fervice of the church of Eng- 
land, except the litany j fo that there is very lktle 
;thkt k oflfenfive to an unitarian in the whole ef 
your afternoon fervice. Remove, therefore, only 
your fubferiptions to articles of faith, and reform 
your morning fervice after the model of that in 
the afternoon, and I believe you will remove the 
greateft 6f our obje6Hons, We ^rc not, I affure 
you, fo fond of febifm as to ftand out for trifles * 
but do not compel, pr tempt us, to pay fupremc 
worfhip to a fellow creature, to a man like our- 
felves ; who, though highly honoured by God for 
his virtue and obedience, was fo far from confider- 
ing himfelf as God, that, with the moft genuine 
humility, he *dw$y$ afcribed every thing that fe 
feid, or did, to H13 father that fent him, and wor- 
flipped him with the fame deep reverence that he 
'inculcated ypon aU his followers, 

C 3 If, 
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If, Sir, you would, without prejudice, look into 
JWr. Lihajiy's reformed liturgy > you would foon ba 
fatisfied, that there is nothing in it but what you 
yourfelf could join in, with much devotion and ad- 
va.rage; Read, ifyoupleafe, my own Forms of 
devotion for unitarian focieties, and I am confix 
dent you w 11 find nothing in them offenfive to 
yourielf, except the prayer for Eafter Sunday ; and 
to accommodate you,' and other trinitarians, I 
fh<dl have no objedtion to the o.miflipn of it. J 
will go much farther than jw* are difpofed to do, 
for the fekeof a peaceable accommodation. 

But I do not expert, or hope, for, any thing, of 
an intermediate kind. Your fyftem is fo cpm-. 
plex, and involves fych an unnatural connexion of 
things ecplefi^ftical with things .civil, that though 
you migjitrknpjar where to begin, a reformation; 
you will never b able to agree -amoiigjraurfelye^ 
where to flop. It muft, therefore, be- jdone in a 
ipanner ip which tjie leading perfons in tjje church 
and ftate will not be the primary agents, . Whej} 
this will, b,e effe&ed, or b;^ whom, I dq riot pretend 
to form any conje&ure. r Tfiis is not my btifineft, 
but a much eafier and plainer tiflf, viz. to invefti- 
,gate, and to propagate that truth, which in God's 
own way, and his owntfrpe, cannot fail to |>ring 
about all that I wi{h > ^yfierv apiire unitarian <%orjhif> 
.will be^unTye^ ^dogtl?dj .arid- with Wyerfai 
cohfent. "In the mean time^dp riot ypii, Vpsfyour 
brethren, fear where ~ no fear is, or alarm' others 

- with 
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with apprehenfions of our intolerance, which if 
you ferioufly refleft, you cannot really entertaih 
yourfelves. 

I the lefs wonder at your not readily luppofing 
that we would content ourfelves with the mere 
force of truth, when I fee that, notwithftanding 
your profeflion of univerfal toleration,- you cannot 
help intimating, that you think there is fome rea<- 
fon for that alliance of church and ft ate > of which; 
as chriftians, you ought to be alhamed. - In thefe 
Very Sermons you more than infinuate the propriety \ 
if not the policy, of penal laws in nutters of reli- 
gion ; when you fay concerning the doctrine of the 
trinity, p. 47, that <c it requires, and demands, the 
* c fupport of every ftate wifhing to enjoy the fa? 
€€ vour and prote&ion of that God, who for gra* 
<c "cious purpofes has revealed it." For -how is a 
ftate, as fuch, to fupfort any particular do&rine, 
but by civil rewards and punifhments ? The civft 
power has no other method of fupportihg any 
thing. Thefe are its proper arms, which alone it 
can employ to effeA all* its purpofes; Thed6c- 
trine of tranfubftantiation is fupported in the fame 
maimer. Like the doftrine of the trinity, it re* 
quires and demands fuch fupport. Happily, uni- 
tarknifm neither requires, nor demands it/ any; 
more than chriftiafcity itfelf did for the {pace* of* 
thr$e hundred years. Nay, they both, are able to * 
pdike their way infpite of alLthe oppcfitiopih^t 

C4 yow 



24 LETTERS TO THE / 

your prefent fupporters and proteftors, the powei* 
of this world* can give to them. 

I fhould think, Sir, that a man of your good 
fenfe, could not but fee, that any mode of religion 
is in a very unnatural and aukward predicament, 
which requires, and demands any crqil fapport y be* 
caufe it throws itfelf under the protection, and is 
of courfc at the mercy, of a power which may 
equally promote truth or falfehood, chriftianky, 
jpahometanifm, or pagariifm. For if the civil 
power, as luch* has a right to eftabliih any one 
mode of religion, it muft have the fame right. tQ 
cftabliih any other. If this great bufinefs be left 
to the difcretion of our civil governors, it muft 
idfo be left to their indifcretio!?. And what judges 
lan you fuppoje fuch perform as conftitute our two 
houfes of parliament*) be of thefe matters ? Yet 
J am willing to think they may be as able theolo- 
gians as thofe who have the ordering of thefe 
things in other countries. . . , 

x .* Would you twft the members of our parlia^ 
' »ent with the choice of ycyur phyfician^ pr allo^f 
them to prefcribe the inode of treatment of you, 
if your life was in danger; or would you think of 
appealing ta diem with a refpeft tq the truth of a 
theory in philofophy; and yet I thijik them 4s 
titeely to decide }uftly in a cafe of mediriyz, of $ti~ 
fybpty, as with refped ta religity. 

I am, &c. 
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LETTER IV, 

Qffame particular Arguments for the Doftr\nt of the 
Trinity. 

Rev. Sir, . 

T Wifh not to enter into the difcufiion of any par- 
•*• ticular arguments for the doftrine of the tri- 
nity at this time, referving myfelf till the publica- 
tion of your large work ; and for the execution 
cf this I am willing to give you as much time as 
yoi; requeft, p. 32, fince you fay you wi(fo (and -in 
this; I fincerely join you) cc to execute the work 
'« with care and attention ;" as we fhall then, I 
doubt not, fee all that can be urged in fupport of 
your opinions. But there are a few things that 
it may not be improper to apprize you of before 
hand i and* you may take, or negledt, the hints I . 
IhaU give, as you fhall fee reafon. 

You fay, Note, p. 42, cc All difputation con* 
cc cerning the manner of the diftinftion, the man- 
" jier of the union, the manner of the generation, 
cc and the manner of the proceffion, is needrels 
" and fruitlefs. Needlefs, becaufe, if we have 
cc divine authority for the fa8 9 it fufficeth. That 
cc is all we are concerned to know. Fruitlefs t 
cc becaufe it is a difputation without ideas. Af- 

"ter 
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€t ter a long, tedious, intricate, and perplexed 
*< controverfy, we find ourfelves— juft where we 
" were — totally in the dark. Such has been the 
" cafe refpe&ing this, and other queftions. God 
" is pleafed to reveal the fad, man infifts upon 
fC apprehending the mode. In his prefent ftate 
* c he cannot apprehend it, He therefore denies 
*' the fad, and commences unbeliever." 

Now, Sir, you muft know, that all this that 
you fay refpedting the doftrine of the trinity is 
continually faid by the catholics, in defence of 
the do&rine of tranfubftamiation. As a pro- 
teftant, you yourfelf mull allege, that every real 
fa£l has fome mode, or manner, of being what it 
is, and every true propofition muft be underftood 
in fome fenfe or other; and therefore, that if 
every conceivable mode, or manner of a fadt^ 
imply an impoffibility, and every fenfe of a pro- 
position imply an abfurdity, the do£tppe itfelf is 
iintrye, arid therefQre that it cannot be taught 
in the fcriptures, if they teach nothing but truth. 
"You, confequently, explain thofe paffages of 
fcripture which are urged in fuppprt.of the doc- 
trine of tranfubftantiation^ in a manner different • 
from the catholics, who hold that do&rine ; and 
if the literal fenfe will not anfwer your purpofe^ 
you very properly, and fenfibly, have recourfe to 
a figurative one, which is all that we are charged 
with doing, wi?h refpeft to the doftrine of the 
trinity. "- ♦ 

We 



4\ 



DEAN OF CANTERBURY. %j 

We fay that every poffible definition of that 
cloftrine implies an abfurdity ; and that the fa& 
of the trinity in unity muft.exift in fome manner 
or other, but that every conceivable mode or 
manner implies an impofiibility, and therefore the 
£xiftence of the thing itfelf muft be impoflible 
alfo / and confcquently, that if it was neceffary 
to interpret a few texts which you think teach 
-that doftrine in the fame, or a fimilar manner, 
-to : that which, you ufp with refpeft to. thofe thai 
are fuppofed to teach the doftrine of tranfub- 
fltantiation, we ihoul$ be authorized to do it. 

We do not wonder that fenfible Trinitarians zxt 
averfe to all difcuflion of the mode of fubfiftence 
xA three perfons in one undivided ejfence; becaufe 
jthey have found that every attempt to define this 
fubjeft has only tended to expofe it to ridicule. 
But notwithftanding this, no trinitarian who ima- 
gines, that he can explain this rrjyfterious doftrine, 
.ever fails to propofe his explanation, knowing 
the great advantage it would be to his argument, 
if Ke could hit upon any thing of this kind that 
jwould be unexceptionable. Witnefs the incre- 
dible number of illuftrations of this doftrine 
among the ancients, and alfo among the moderns, 
and efpecially the laft rftoft curious one of Dr. 
Horfley. though laft not leaft* Nay,inboldnefs of 
thought, he has gone beyond any of his prede- 
ceffor<> maintaining that the produftion of the 
< Bow was the neceffary confequence of the Fa- 
ther^ 
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ther's contemplating his own perfeftions. Atha* 
nafius himfelf would have flood amazed at the 
fublimity of the idea. Could you yourfelf, Sir, 
imagine that you had hit upon any new and 
jiappy mode of illuftrating this do&rine, you 
would, I doubt not, think it no inconfiderablc 
advantage to your argument. And who can tell 
what may be the refult of the clofe attention that 
you £ropofe to give to your great work, in all the 
time that you may think proper to bellow upon 
it. 

You fay, p. 37, that cc the authority of all the 
<c three perfons is the fame, their power equal, 
<c their perfons .undivided, arid their glory one." 
But if you do not ufe words without ideas, and 
*hich convey no more meaning than Datifi, 
Bocardo, Ferifon* in logic, you mufthave fome 
liotion in your own mind in yrhntfenfe the pro-* 
pofition to which you give your affent may be truu 
For Otherwise you muft think that it may be falie, 
Jb that difquifitions concerning the mode, or man- 
ner 9 which you reprobate fo ftrongly, are- abffe- 
lutely unavoidable for the fatisfa&ion of ypur 
own mind. 

All particular propofitions are reducible to ab-* 
ftra£t ones, and thofe abftraft ones are predicate 
of other particulars. Now if it be true that three 
divine perfons may make only one God, it muft be 
lime in general, that three may be one, and alio 
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in the fame fenfe, if each of the divine perfons 
wane nothing to make them ptrfeB God. But is 
this abftraft proportion true of any thing elfe ? 

This reafoning all proteftants urge againfl the 
do&rine of tranfubftantiation. For if it be true, 
that the facramental bread may take the fubftance 
offlejby and yet retain every property of bread, 
the fubftance of other things may alfo be changed, 
while the properties remain unchanged. But if 
no fuch change can be made to appear probable, 
in any other inftance, you juftly rejeft the fuppo- 
£tion univerfally. In the fame manner, I will 
undertake to (hew that, on whatever principles 
you can defend the doftrine of the trinity, I can, 
mutatis mutandis, defend that of tranfubftantiation. 
Take your own choice of arguments from reafon, 
or from the fcriptures. 

With refpeft to fcveral of your arguments from 
the fcriptures (on which, as you reject all argu- 
ments from reafon, you juftly lay fo much ftrefs) 
inftead of giving us the plain words of fcripture, 
you give your own arbitrary conftru&ion of it. 

By cc being baptized into the name of God," 
you fay, p. 34, cc can be meant no lefs than ert- 
" tering into a covenant with a perfon as Ood, 
* c profeffing faith in him as fuch, enTtfting one's 
u felf into his fervice, and vowing all obedience 
* c and fubmiflion to him. Such is the natural, 

"the 
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ct the obvious import of this rite, by which w«f 
cc arc admitted into the church of Chrift, this 
cc folemn form of baptizing in the name of the 
cc Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghofty 
cc that is, into the. faith, fervice, and worfhip of 
cc the Holy Trinity, For let us refled a little* 
* € The nations were to be baptized in the name 
cc of three perfons, in the fame manner, and % there- 
cc fore furely in the fame fenfe> as in the name of 
cc one. Whatever honour, reverence, or regard, 
<f is paid to the Father in this folemn rite, the 
<l fame we cannot but fuppofe paid to all three. 
cc Is he acknowledged as the objeft of worfhip, 
" fo are the other two perfons likewife. Is he 
cc the God and Lord over us, fo are they. Are 
" we his fervants, fubjefts, and foldiers, enrolled 
€{ under him, fo are we equally under all, &c.&c." 
You alfo fay, Note, p. 3, that " baptizing in the 
€C name of the Father, the Son, and the Holy 
5 C Ghoft, is declaring the facred three* to be one 
cc God, and that no man who had been baptized 
v according to this form, could be ignorant of 
" the doftrine." 

Now all this, as I have faid, is not fcripturr, 
but your qwn arbitrary conftruflion of fcriptgre^ 
Where do you find it laid down as a maxim, that 
baptizing into the name of any perfon is acknow- 
ledging that perfon for God ? And how does. 
baptizing in the name of three perfons imply their 
equality, any more than doing any thing elfe that 

refpe&s 
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^refpedh them all ? May not three perfons, of 
very different ranks, be with propriety flamed 

♦together ? Do we not read, 1 Chron, xxix. 20* 
that " the people of Ifrael bowed down their beads, 

." and worshipped the Lord and the king?" By an 
argument therefore exadtly, and in all its forms,, 
fimilar to yours, it may be proved that God and 
the king, being equally obje&s of worfhip, muft 
be equal. Was not the aftion of bowing down, 
and the manner of performing it, the fame refpeft- 

. ing both ? Muft it not, then, have been done in 
the fame Jenfe ? 

That the phrafe being baptized unto a per/on, or 
in the name of a perfon, which muft be the fame 
thing, does not imply that the perfon in whofc 
name the baptifm is made is God, may be clearly 
inferred from Paul's faying, 1 Cor. x. 2. that the 
Ifraelites were baptized unto Mojes (not by Mofes) 
in the cloud and in the fea. He meant into the 
religion that was publifhed by Mofes, Confe- 
quently, being baptized unto Cbrijt, or in the name 
ofCbrifty only means into the profeflion of the 
religion which was publifhed by Chrift. This 
'muft be our inference, if it be allowed that the 
fcriptures are their own beft interpreters, the fame 
phrafes being generally ufed in the fame fenfe. 
The holy fpirit is ufed becaufe, according to the 
phrafeology of fcripture, the gofpel was con- 
firmed, or proved to be of God, by the gifts of 
the Holy Spirit, 

Had 
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Had there been fo much folemn and myfterioitt 
meaning implied in the phratfe of baptizing in the 
name of the Father, Son % and Spirit \ as you fuppofe§ 
had it been intended as a Handing afiertion of 
the do&rine of a trinity in the divine nature, it 
might have been expe&ed, both that there would 
have been fome exprefs declaration that this was 
the intent of it, and alfo that thofe words ihould 
always have been ufed when the office was per-* 
formed. But no fuch declaration of the mean- 
ing of the phrafe is to be found in the fcriptures # 
and it is remarkable* that all the baptifms wd 
read of in the New Tcftamenr, are baptifms in 
the name of Cbtift only. Muft we fay that this waa 
another inftance of the caution with which the 
apoftles taught the do&rine of the trinity ? 

You fay, p. 2, ** that the Kather, Son, and 
€€ Holy Spirit, arethrte perfons in one God, is ar 
"truth propofed to us as the grotmd of our hope, 
€e our comfort, and our joy ^ as the principle on 
'•* which the conduct of life is to be framed, a"c- 
** ceptcd, and rewarded.' * But furely, Sir, thefe 
affertions are moft extravagant, and unautho* 
rifced. Admitting this db&rine of the trinity to 
be true, where do you find one text in which it is 
propofed to us in any #f thefe lights* as the ground* 
of our hop*, our c6mfort 5 or our joy ; as the 
principle on which our cofcdud't is to be framed, 
accepted,, and rewarded i 

Indeed 3 
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~ Indeed, I do not think it pofiible to conceive 
fiow.fucfi a doftrine as this can anfwer any of thofe 
piirpofes. What ideas you annex to the terms 
framing one's conduit upon the doSlrine of the trinity y 
I cannot imagine* How the doctrine of a future 
life, or that of the divine placability, are principles 
on which the condudt of life is to be formed, I 
clearly underftand ; becaufe the belief of them is 
of great ufe as a motive to good condudt. But 
how to make any fuch practical ufe of the doc- 
trine of the trinity, I no more perceive, than I do 
that its filter dodtrine of tranjubftantiation fhould 
be a pradtical one. 

You fay, p. 43, " Upon the very belt authority 
cc we are informed that Chrift was the lamb Jlairi 
"from the foundation of the world, that is (for it 
u cannot be otherwife underftood ?) flain in effedt, 
cc in the divine purpofe, and counfel. It is like- . 
cc wife faid, that grace was given us in Chrift J ejus 
before the world began. The words intimate that 
cc previous to the creation of the world, fomething 
cc had pafled in our favour above, that the plan of 
cc our future redemption was then laid, that fome 
" agreement, fome covenant relative to it, had been 
" entered into. Grace was given us not in our pro-, 
cc per perfons ; for as yet we were not, we had no 
€£ being ; .but in the perfon of him who was after- 
c< wards to become our reprefentative, our Sa- 
" viour— in Chrift Jefus. Now the plan muft 
cc have been laid, the covenant entered into, by the 

D "parties' 
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" parties who have fince been gracioufly pleafed 
<c to cOncWrf themfelves in its execution. Who 
c< ttefe are, we cannot be ignorant. It was the 
a Son of God, who took our nature upon him, 
<c and in that nature made a full and fufficient 
t€ oblation, fatisfaftion, and atonement, for the 
u fins of the world. It was the Father who ac- 
" cepted fuch oblation, fatisfaftion and atone- 
cc ment. It was the Holy Spirit who came forth 
u from the Father and the Son, through the 
cc preaching of the word, and the adminiftratiof* 
'* of the facraments, by his enlightening, healing, 
" and comforting grace, to apply to the hearts of 
" men, for all the purpofes of pardon, fan&ifica- 
€t tion, and falvation, the merits and benefits of 
" that oblatfcm, fatisfa&ion, and atonement/' 

This is a moft remarkable example of drawing 
miny and great conchifions from fmall premifes, 
indeed, from no premifes at all. By grace givtn us 
in Chrift J ejus btfofe the world began, can be urtde^ 
ftood nothing friore, according to youf-own mode? 
of interpretation, than that it was in the original 
counfel of God, that We ihduld be favoured With 
the bleflings of the gofpel 5 which no more implies 
that Chrijl pre-exifted, than that Ube otlrfelves did. 
Befides, no mention is here made of the Holy Spi- 
rit, and ftill lefs of any covenant being made be- 
tween the three, of the Son propofirtg, the Father 
accepting, and the Spirit applying. This is not 
intirpretipg,b\tt abfolutely aakingferipttirc. Where 

do 
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do you tead of any fuch covenant as this but in 
Milton's Paradife Loft ? 

Really, Sir, the fcriptures, in the plaindft'of 
all language, teach a do&rine the very reverfe 
of what you here lay down, viz. that God, even 
the Father, fcciag the deplorable condition of* 
mankind, of his own motion, fent firft the pro- 
phets, and then that prophet mighty in word and 
deed (Luke xxi v. 19) his own fon, to fave them ; 
and confirmed his miffion by thofe miracles which 
are called the gifts of bisfpitit 9 or she fame divine 
power that appeared in Chrift* who (ays that the 
words which hefpake were not his own^ and that the 
Bather within him did the works. Reconcile this 
language with your do&rine of the perfeft equa- 
lity of the Son to the Father, if you can. 

i could, in like manner, eafily go over your 
other arguments from fcripture, and fhew- that all 
the foundations of this great article of your faith 
are equally weak. They are indeed, moft ap- 
parently fo; You cannot wonder then, that uni- 
tarians fhould wrke with confidence, when they 
i*ave nothing but fuch arguments to anfwer. 

I am, &c. 
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LETTER V. 

Mifcellaneous Articles, and Conclujion* 

Rev. Sir, 

LL the friends of ecclefiaftical eftablifliments 
infift upon the right of the civil magiftrate 
to ufe his own beft judgment, in chufing the reli- 
gion that ihall be fupported at the expence of the 
ftate, efpecially. if the majority of the people 
Jhould be of the fame opinion with him. In 
Ireland, no regard is paid to this latter circum- 
ftance. For there the members of the eftablifhed 
church, which takes the tythes of the whole king- 
dom, are, I believe, computed at little more than 
one tenth of the people. This, in my opinion, 
is the moft bare-faced tyranny. You, however, 
have mentioned one circumftance, which may 
ferve to fhew how little ftrefs you can fometimes 
lay on the fentiments either of the civil governors, 
or the majority of the people. For you fay, p. 
14, " Athanafius once flood fingle againft the 
<c world, and prevailed/' His opinion, there- 
fore, was not, byx your own confeflion, either that 
of the generality of the people, or that of the go- 
verning powers. You therefore muft think that, 

a very 
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averyfmall minority may be in the right, and 
finally prevail againft numbers and power com- 
bined. In the time of Conftantius, you muft ac- 
knowledge that Arianifm, or unitarianifm, was the 
general opinion. And by what means was it that 
Athanafianifm became prevalent ? Can you re- 
fledt upon the hiftory of thofe times, and think 
that it would ever have become fo, if it had not 
been for the fupport it afterwards had from the 
governing powers ? It has the fame fupport at 
this day. But even this will not be able to pre- 
ferve it much longer. You fee how it lofes 
ground in America, fince it has loft the counte- 
nance of government there, 

2. You fay, p. 40, Note, cc I do not fee my Sa- 
w . viour only in a few detached pafTages of either 
<c Teftament. I fee him conducting the oeco- 
cc nomy of the divine difpenfations through both, 
cc from the creation to the confummation of all 
** things, as the mm 1S1 9 the mm T^D, the *oy<£- t* 
" &*. Dr. Allix, and Mr. Taylor have both de- 
<c monftrated this point. It is only to be wilhed the 
<c latter had drawn the conclufion drawn by the 
•" former — the juft and proper conclufion —that 
* c the perfon fpoken of muft indeed be very 
" God." 

Upon this fubjeft, Sir, I would earneftly recom- 
mend to you, what I dare fay, you have never yet 

D 3 perufed, 
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peruferf, viz. dke account which the learned Baftiage 
(in his truly excellent Hiftcry of the Jews) ha* 
given of their fentiments with refpeft to the Me£ 
fiah, and Mr. Lindfey's reply to Mr. Taylor, in 
the Sequel to bis Apology. This* I think, it is 
barely poffibje to read, without being convinced 
that there is no weight whatever in any thing that 
is alleged by Mr. Taylor. You conftier it as the 
cleareft of all truths, that Chrift was the perfon by 
whom God fpake to Mofes and the prophets. But 
indeed, Sir, this notion is direftly contrary to what 
is afferted in the firft verfe of the epiftle to the 
Hebrews, in tf hich we read, God tpbo at Sundry 
times and in divers manners, fpake in time pafi tint* 
the Fathers by the prophets, bath in thefe loft daysj 
Jpoken unto us by bis fon. What can be more evi- 
dent from this, than that God fpake to mankind 
by his fon only in the laft days, or the times of 
the gofpel, and not in any former period of time ? 
Yet you fay that Socinians put forced and unna- 
tural conftruftions on the language of fcripture. 

I heartily join with you, Sir, in your exhor- 
tatiop to excite the zeal of the learned mem- 
bers of your church, in the defence of its pe- 
culiar doctrines, and alfo to intereit the com- 
mon people in this controverfy. With refpeflt to 
every argument of importance, thefe are as cap^. 
able of judging as we can pretend to be. Let 
the twenty thoufand copjes of the pamphlet re- 
commended 
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commended by you, p. oo, be immediately printed 
and difper fed. I fear not the confeqgeoce. It was, 
I find, one of the many pieces that were wrktea - 
to counteract the effedfc of one of my own^entitlc^ 
A* Appeal to the firitms Prefers 4 Ck*ipemtj+ 
many of which have been difperfed, And with 
a iucceik far exceeding my cxpc&ations from it. 
A like advantage to ^yhat A chink to b<? the 
caufe of truth, hxs refulted from the publican^ 
of another fmall piece, entitled, A general View of 
tj* &&****** f* #e Vi&X*f$«i> wi *g4*t$ &e 
Xtatf**(y pr Pre-ex$me ff (M>i firm R^fon^ 

&fy principal expe&atioos, however, are frog* 
tfre i^ge^ow* youth, yrhofc prejudices are not fa 
jjy^tetf a$ thofe of pqijfona mpre ?dy^o|ced ia 
yfc y and fpr chis reaf9« I &*U take the liberty 
to addrefs a few letters to thofe young men in the 
two univerfities, who are intended for the fervice 
of the church. They will 4 oi couife, read your 
publications, and I hope they will do me, or 
rather ^emfelves, and &e paufe of truth, the 
juftice to read both fides. 

You are pleafed to fay of my conduft, in one 
■ refpedt, p. 12, " It is fair, it is manly, it is noble, 
* € it is kind." Be allured, Sir, you jhall never 
find it otherwife. And be this controverfy of 
longer or fhorter continuance, I fhall be mindful 
of the adyjee ypu give to your friends, p. 9, cc that 

P 4 fC « 
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€e it be condu&cd in an honourable way, accord- 
" ing to the laws of war." In this refpeft, I have 
uniformly obferved one rule, which you, Sir, as 
well as moft of my antagonifts, have negle&ed $ 
which is to fend a copy of my trafts to every per-r 
fon who is particularly noticed in them. This has 
always appeared to me to be fair and proper ; and 
I wiih that, for the future, it may be considered as 
indifpenfable in thefe literary contefts. 

Having nothing farther, of much confequence, 
to addrefs to yourfelf in particular, I conclude 
with on; e more alluring you, that I think r yfelf 
Angularly happy in having found fo learned and 
candid an antagonift, and waiting your own time 
(reminding you, however, of my own motto Ars 
longa> Vita brevis) for the appearance of your 
large work, I fubfcribe myfelf, with the greateft 
refpeft, 

Rev. Sir, 
• r • Your very humble Servant, 

J. PRIESTLEY. 



B I R MINQHAM, 
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Multa ferunt anni venientes commoda fecum, 
Multa recedentes adirauut. 

Horace, 
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LETTER L 

Of Subfcripiion to Articles of Faith 

Gentlemen, 

EXCUSE the addrefs of a ftranger, whofe 
apology for it is an carneft defire of contri- 
buting what may be in his power to your forming 
a right judgment concerning fome fubjefts, which 
it imports you to underftand, and of giving you 
fuch representations of things as you are not {& 
likely to receive from any other quarter. In many- 
things, no doubt, your profeflbrs and tutors, arc 
much better qualified to give you inftru&ioflji 
than I can pretend to be ; and with refpeft to 
thefe, I am very willing to fubmit to their fupe- 
riority, and to yours. But with icfpeft to fomc 
other things, you may eafily imagine, that they 

may 
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may not have been in the way of having their own 
attention called to them fo much as mine has 
been $ and therefore, with the beft intentions in 
the world, in the difcharge of their duty to you, 
they will naturally be lefs explicit in their in- 
ftru&ions. It is in no other cafe that I would 
prefume to fclicit your attention. To your own 
good fenfe, and candour, I therefore entirely refer 
myfelf. If by reading this addrefs you fhould fee 
any thing in a new and jufter light than you have 
hitherto done, my end will be anfwered ; and if 
not, it will not be much of your time that will be 
loft upon it. My own time I cannot better em- 
ploy, than in making the attempt. 

As thofe who are defigned to teach the prin- 
ciples of the chriftian religion to the reft of the 
community, I confider you as deftined to fill a 
ftation of the greateft honour and importance in 
your country ; and I wilh you to be truly fenfible 
of the honour and importance of it; not to make 
you proud of the rank it will give you, but to in- 
fpire you with an earneft defire, and a laudable 
ambition, to difcharge the duties of it in the beft 
manner. For in this cafe only, does any man 
either receive honour from his ftation, or do ho- 
nour to it. 

In order to teach religion with advantage to 
others, you will agree 'with me that it ought to be 
wqII underftood by yourfelves* and we cannot 

3 expedt 
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expect to underftand any thing of this confe- 
quence, without giving proper time to the ftudy 
of it. Articles of faith are things of moment, 
and therefore we fhould not form a hafly judg- 
ment concerning them, but deliberately weigh be- 
fore we decide. And in this refpedt it is that I 
muft take the liberty to requeft you ferioufly to 
confider the propriety of your prefent cuftoms, as 
you are required to fubferibe to what it cannot be 
fuppofed you have had fufficient time to ftudy, and 
therefore cannot be fuppofed to underftand. 

Such a cuftom fuited perfe&ly well with the 
times of darknefs and bigotry, in which it was 
eftablifhed. The great objeft then was the public 
profeflion of the fame faith, which k was thought ' 
could not be fecured too early ; and the extinction 
of all fchifm, which it was thought could not be 
too carefully guarded againft ; and not foli d inftruc- 
tion, and a well grounded knowledge of what was 
profeffed. This could not have been gained 
without previous enquiry, and difcuflion, in which 
there would have been fome hazard of perfons 
forming different judgments ; and then the fa- 
vourite article of the unity of the catholic church 
would have been in danger of being broken. 

But, happily, we now fee things in a very dif- 
ferent light. We refufe to receive the principles 
of pbilofophy, and certainly fhould not receive thofe 
of religion, without being fatisfied, from proper 

evidence, 
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evidence, with refpeft to their truth. Whatevfef 
ufe there may be in union, there cannot be any in 
ignorance, or in an agreement in words without 
an agreement in ideas. And it is in vain for 
perfons to pretend to an agreement in judgment,- 
when none of them have formed any proper 
judgment in the cafe, having made no previous 
inquiry, on which alone fuch a judgment can be 
formed. Two blind men may agree in their 
evidence with refpedt to the colour of an obje&, 
but would any jury be influenced by fuch evi- 
dence ? And no better than this is the agree- 
ment of men in articles of faith, concerning the 
truth of which they have made no enquiry. 

Perfons can then only be properly faid to think- 
alike, when they fee things in the fame light, 
and when the fame arguments have the fame 
weight with them. But in order to this, there 
inuft be a previous clear perception of the Jub- 
jeH concerning which a judgment is to be formed,* 
and an equally clear perception of the nature 
and force of the evidence on which it is formed.' 
Alfo the more important any fubjeft is, the 
greater Care fhould we take to form aright judg- 
ment concerning it. Since, therefore, religion is 
of .all fubjefts the moft important, it behoves us 
to take the greateft care, and confequently to 
employ the moft time, in inveftigating the prin- 
ciples of it* 
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By no means, then, ever declare your affent t* 
any articles of faith (and the moft folemn of alt 
declarations is the mode of fubfeription) before 
you have carefully confidered what each of thofe 
articles is, and have really fatisfied yourfclves 
that you fee the evidence on which the truth of 
them is founded. . If the fubfeription be tendered 
to you before that procefs has commenced, t>F 
before it can have been completed, refolutely de- 
cline it. It becomes every honeft man fo to do ; 
becaufe otherwife he figns he knows not what ; 
though he virtually fays that he has confidered 
what hfe has done, and is fatisfied with refpeft to. 
the propriety of it. If you would not fet your 
hand to a common bond, without previouQy read-* 
ing it, and approving of it, furely your minds 
ought to revolt at the idea of fubferibing article* 
of faith which you have not examined. And yet 
feme, I fear, do this without having fo much as 
read them, or being able to fay what propofitions 
they have figned their afient to. 

The probability is, that the greater pan of ytW, 
who will ever think of reading this addrefs, nave 
already fubferibed the articles of the church of 
England 5 having done it at your matriculation, 
that is, on your admiflion to that place of edu- 
cation in which you were to ftudy them, "than 
which nothing more prepofterous can tfell be 
imagined. In this cafe, as perfons who have un- 
intentionally done wrong, proceed rto farther, and 

do 
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do not, by availing yourfelves of any advantages 
accruing from it, make that to be a deliberate 
fafehood, which originally was nothing more than 
an overlight. Truth and uprightnefs require 
that you renounce your fubfcription, and every 
thing confequent upon it. Becaufe, till you be* 
fatisfied that what you have fubfcribed is true, 
fo that you could bona fide repeat the fubfcription, 
you ought to confider yourfelves as not having 
fubfcribed at all. 

I take it for granted, you will not think that 
religion is the only fubjeft with refpedt to which a 
perfon may be lawfully guilty of a known falfe- 
hood, or prevarication; or that God, in whofe 
prefence the fubfcription is made, is the only 
Being who may be fafely mocked and trifled with. 
What can you hereafter fay to any man, who 
fhall have made a falfe declaration of any other 
kind, or have taken a falfe oath, when you will be 
confcious to yourfelves that you have . made a 
declaration in which there was as little fincerity, 
and that you made a foiemn profeffion of what 
you did not know to be true, or might have 
known to be falfe ; and that you reap the benefit 
of fuch falfe declaration and profeffion ? 

This, Gentlemen, is a cafe that will not bear 
arguing. Every upright mind muft decide upon 
it immediately, and all the attempts that have 
been made to apologize for fubfcription to arti- . 

cles 
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cles of faith that are not really believed, or, which 
is the fame thing, have never been examined, or 
for holding the pofTeffion of any thing to which 
fuch a fubfeription introduced a man, can only 
expofe the chicanery of thofe who have recourfe 
to them. In any other cafe fimilar to this, every 
f clergyman would fay with David, As the Lord 
livetb, fuch a thing ought not to be. But how many 
of them are there, to whom, after fuch a decla- 
ration, it might be faid, Thou art the man? 

This is certainly the cafe with all Arians and© 
Socinians in the church of England, of all who 
admit the principles of Dr. Clarke's Treatife on the 
Trinity y or any other, in which the Son of God is 
maintained to be, in any fenfe, inferior to the 
Father, or to be no proper objedt of prayer. For 
in one of your creeds it is exprefsly faid, that of 
the three perfons in the trinity , no one of them is be- 
fore or after the otber y &V. and in your litany pe- 
titions are addrefled to God the Son, and God 
the Holy Ghoft, as well as to God the Father. 

With the greateft refpeft, I am, 
Gentlemen, 
Your fincere well-wilher, 

J. PRIESTLEY. 
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LETTER II. 

"Of the Study of the Dofirine of the Trinity. 

Gentlemen, 
THOUGH I do not mean to trouble yoti 
with my thoughts on many articles of your 
christian faith* there is one which, on account of 
its peculiar magnitude, I cannot help recom- 
mending to your moft deliberate consideration, 
viz. the ohjeft of religious ivorjhip. From the na- 
ture of the thing, you cannot but be fenfible, 
that ibis muft be an article of the firft and laft 
importance ; and therefore on this fubjedk you 
certainly ought not to form a hafty or rafh judg- 
ment, but bring to the ftudy of it your beft facul- 
ties, and give it your clofeft attention^ 

In a matter of this confequence, let no man, or 
body of men, judge for you, but honeftly and 
fairly judge for yourfclves ; becaufe you are indi- 
vidually refponfible for the ufe that you make of 
your faculties. Confider that, on the very fame 
principle on which any perfon in this country 
may imagine that he may fafely acquiefce in the 
judgment of the church of England, a perfon in 
France or Italy will be juftified in acquiefcing in 
the judgment of the church of Rome, and may 

•3 receive 
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receive without examination the dofltrine o( 
tranfubftantiation, or the worfliip of Mary and 
all the Sainrs. 

If you are fenfible that they ought not to bow 
down and worfhip Mary, on the authority of the 
church of Rome, neither ought you tp worfhip 
the Son of Mary, on the authority of the church 
of England, but fhould firft fatisfy yourfelves, 
whether the fon of Mary be your God and maker. 
If he himfelf have a God and Father y and the fame 
God and Father with ypurfelves, you are bre^ 
thren ; and you ought no more, without an ex- 
prefs divine authority for it, to worfhip him, than 
he ought to worfhip you. You are equally de- 
pendent upon the fame great God and Father of 
alls and neither of you have any thing but what 
he gave, what you are alike accountable to him 
for, and what he can refume at his fovereiga 
pleafure. 

But I do not mean, in this addreft, to enter 
into the particulars of the argument with you, 
but only to exhort you, though with all poffibk 
earneflnefs, to enquire and judge for yourfelves. 
And do not think yourfelves unqualified to form 
a judgment in the cafe. As far as reafon is con- 
cerned in the dilcuflion, ufc your reafon ; where 
fcriptun is appealed to, confult the fcriptures * 
and when repourfe muft be had to antiquity, care- 
fully read the monuments of it, efpecially in the 

E a writings 
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writings of thofe who are ufually called the Fa- 
thers, fo ftrbngly recommended to you by the 
Dean of Canterbury ; and for this you enjoy un- 
common advantages, in the noble libraries to 
which you have accefs. We diflenters have no 
fuch privileges. All the knowledge we get of this 
kind is the refult of much trouble, and much 
cxpence. 

If, not wholly relying on your own inveftiga- 
tion, you have recourfe to the affiftance of others, 
read the publications on both fides of the quef- 
tion, and pay no regard to the authority of names, 
but only to the weight of argument. 

The Dean of Canterbury, I am forry to per- 
ceive, has only recommended fuch works as were 
profeffedly written in defence of the dbftrine of 
the trinity, which is not of a piece with his ufual 
candour and liberality. Very different from this, 
and certainly more worthy of a chriftian and 
protdl&nt bifhop, is the cortduft of the prefent 
excellent bifhop of Llandaffj who, in the lift of 
looks which he recommends to the ftudents in 
divinity, has inferted works written for and 
againft every dodtrine of importance. 

As this great queftion is now in the courfe of 
public difcuflion, between myfelf and the ableft 
writers of your own church, and you cannot be 
wholly unconcerned fpe&ators, read the produc- 
tion^ 
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tionsof both. You may be well aflured that, 
confidering the ability of the writers, in favour of 
the do&rine of the trinity, their number, and the 
zeal with which they enter into the controyerfy, 
together with the opportunities which they &nd 
their numerous friends (who will not fail to give 
them all the affiftance in their power) have of 
confulting the moft valuable libraries, every 
thing will be produced that can be favourable to 
their argument. If, therefore, it be poflible to 
prove that the dodtrine of the trinity is not con- 
trary to reafon, that it is agreeable to the fcrip- 
tures, and that it has. the countenance of primi* 
tive antiquity, it will be done. 4 t 

But if, after all that can be alleged, you cannot 
help thinking that three divine perfons muft be 
three Gods, which our religion reprobates ; that 
Chrifl: is the meffenger and fervant of God, and 
not God himfelf j and that the great body of 
common chriftians in primitive tifti^s (the very 
perfons for whofe ufe the books of the New.Tefta- 
ment were written, and who muft hjtVq trnderrftood 
them, and the doftrine of the apoftles, from whorri 
they had their inftru6lioh) were unitarians, be- 
lieving, that divinity is to be afcrlbed to ho other 
than to one God the Father, and thai: Chrifl: was 
fimply (Luke xxiv. 1 9.) a prophet mighty in word 
and deed (Ads ii. 22.) a man approved of God, by 
Jfghs, wonders, and mighty deeds, whieh God. did by 

E 3 him 1 



54 LETTERS TO THE 

bim-, you muft conclude that, notwithftanding 
the ability, learning, and integrity, of my oppo- 
nents, their caufe is indefenfible ; that the re- 
formed church of England is idolatrous, as well 
as the church of Rome j and therefore that, till 
Jhe ba farther reformed, you ought to come out of 
far, and be feparate. 

You will, of courfe, hear many fermons, and 
fee many treatifes, again* my publications in de- 
fence of the divine unity, but do me the juftice to 
read the books and tra&s which have alarmed 
your fuperiors fo much. You will find them 
written perhaps with Iefs ability, and lefs learn- 
ing, than thofe of my antagonifts, but with a fin- 
cere love of truth. While the controversy con- 
tinues, I pledge myfelf to acknowledge any over- 
fight that, in fo copious an argument, I may be 
guilty o£ and (hall let nothing of any moment 
pafs unnoticed, I am even willing to adopt any 
method that (hall be thought, by my adverfafies 
themfelves, moft to facilitate the fulleft inverts 
gation of the fubjeft. I openly call upon every 
one, who has any confiderable charadter at ftake, 
and who has entered into the lifts, fuch as Dr. 
Horfley, Mr. White, Mr. Howes, and Dr. Home, 
to make good what they have advanced; and 
in thefe circumftances, you cannot doubt their 
readinefs to produce any thing in their power 
to confute and filence me, 

Befide* 
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Befides my larger works, as the Hijiory of the 
Corruptions of Cbriftianity, and of Early Opinions 
concerning J ejus Chrift> together with all the writ- 
ings of Mr. Lindfey, permit me to recommend to 
your perufal, a fmall pamphlet entitled, A Gene- 
ral View of the Arguments for the Unity of God, &?*. 
mentioned p. 39. You will find it of great ufe 
in eftimating the progrefs that may be made in 
the difcuflion, as it takes in the whole coiflpafs of 
it, from reafon, from the fcriptures, and from 
hiftory 1 fo that if any of my arguments be found 
to be defe&ive, you will eafily fee how many re- 
main unanfwered, and what is their proper place, 
and weight, in the whole controverfy. 

v X am, &c. 
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LETTER III. 

Of the Difficulties attending an open Acknowledgment 
offruth. 



Gentlemen, 

T Am truly fenfible of the peculiar difficulties at- ^ 
•*• tending your fituation. Many of you, I be- 
lieve, have no other profpeft in life but that of 
officiating in a church, in which the do6trine of 
the trinity, to tfye examination of which I wifli to 
draw your attention, is adtually received, It even 
fnters into her forms of devotion ; fo that for the 
prefent you have no choice but to fubfcribe her ar- 
ticles, and make ufe of her forms, or give up all 
hopes of preferment, or employment. Shpuld 
you, therefore, after the examination which I now 
recommend, fee reafon (as I cannot help fufpedh- 
ing you will) to decline that fubfcription^ and all 
your profpefts in life depending upon it, yoy 
may be much embarrafled. 

Tp this I can only fay, th^t, great as the difficulty, 
no doubt, will be, it will be lefs now, than if* ven- 
turing to take a ftep which your minds difapprove^ 
you fhould be ftruck with a lenfe of the impro- 
priety 
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priety of this tranfadtion, in a later period of your 
lives; when you will be a&ually engaged in an 
employment, the duties of which you cannot con- 
fcientioufly difcharge^with the additional burden 
of a wife and family, and when it may be too late 
to look out for any other fource of fubfiftencei 
Many worthy perfons, I do allure you, are at this 
very time in this moft painful fituation, wilhing 
it was with them as it is now with you ; wjio clearly 
fee what duty requires, and acutely feel how na- 
ture> and all its ties, oppofe it. 

Some years ago, a clergyman, then turned fixty, 
with a wife and a numerous family, told me his dif- * 
trefling cafe, with tears literally running down his 
cheeks, It was not for me to advife what I might 
not have been capable of doing in the fame cir- 
cumftances. He himfelf knew but too well what 
ftrift duty required. I could only mix my tears 
with his. For fuch men as thefe, whofe complaints 
are only uttered in private, our prefent governors 
$tnd their own ecclefiaftical fuperiors, feem to have 
no feeling. But there is a great Being, higher 
than the bigbeft> who knows, and who will one day 
vifit for thefe things. 

Strongly a* you may feel your own difficulties, 
you cannot but be fenfible how much they are 
exceeded by thofe of the cafe which I have now 
mentioned. Befides, if virtuous rcfolution is to 
[>e expe&ed of map, it is to be expe&ed of youth. 

That 
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That is the period of life the moft diftinguiihed 
for a generous ardour in the purfuit of truth, for 
an ingenuous difpofttion, unper verted by a corti- 
merce with the world, and ia vigour of mind equal 
DO any trial. Aft, theft, a part becoming enlight- 
ened, virtuous, and generous British youth. Con- 
ifer together, arid aflbciate in your common caufe* 
A petition for a removal of fubfeription to any 
human articles of faith* «bd for a reformation of 
the public liturgy, or for leave to alter it with the 
content of your parHhioners, would, I am confi- 
dent, have more weight from you, than from any 
fcther defcription of men in the kingdom, 

Tell our governors, that you are ready to ren- 
der your country the bell fervices in your power, 
in promoting the knowledge and praftice of chrif- 
tianityj but that there are obftruftions in your 
way, which prevent your engaging in this great 
Work, and which would defeat your purpofe if you 
did i that you cannot, with a good grace, or with 
eflfeft, inculcate the principles of honefty and in- 
tegrity on others, after, by a public and folemn 
aft, violating them yourfelves; that it will be 
your happiHefs, and your glory, to teach chriftia- 
nity, but not the manifeft abufes and corruptions 
of it, doftrines which militate with the funda- 
mental principles of it; that you cannot, at the 
fame time preach the religion of Chrift, and wor- 
fliip another Being than him whom Chrift wor- 

fhipped, 
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(hipped, and whom he taught all his difciples t« 
worfhip, as the cnfy true God. 

Tell them that, after an alteration in the forms 
of public worfhip, you can with infinitely more ad- 
vantage teach thofe principles which are truly 
great, and eflential to chriftianity, and on which 
alone its efficacy to purify the heart, and to re* 
form the life, can depend; and that, provided 
this great end be gained, the objedt of all good 
and wife government will be anfwered ; for that 
the welfare of fociety, which is the fole objeft 
of civil government, cannot pofiibly have any nc* 
ceffary connexion with the myfterious do&rine of 
the trinity. Tell them that it is fufficient if, be- 
lieving nothing but what they can underftand* 
men be good citizens, and that this will be beft 
effe&ed by inculcating the great doftrine of a life 
of retribution after death, a ftate in which men will 
receive according to their works, not according to 
their opinions. 

If you cannot engage a fufficient number to 
make a refpe&able application to your fuperiors, 
in church or ftate, ftill do what integrity requires of 
you as individuals. It is what many, to their in- 
finite honour, have done before you. A con- 
fiderable number of the moft intelligent and 
beft difpofed young men have declined entering 
into the minrftry, when they ferioufly reflefted on 
the terms on ' which they mull have done it, 

men, 
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Men,' whole ability and integrity would have qua- 
lified them to be the greateft ornaments of their 
profeflion, if the entrance into it had not been too 
narrow to admit them. 

I cannot help flattering myfelf, however, that an 
irarneft reprefentation from even a few of you, of 
your peculiarly difficult fituation, would not be 
without its effeft ; and then your country would be 
indebted to you for its emancipation from a bon- 
dage which, in confluence of the progrefs of re- 
ligious knowledge, mufl: be every day more fe- 
-verely felt, a bondage which cannot affedt any but 
the intelligent, and the ingepuous ; thofe who wife 
well to the caufe of virtue, but who cannot pro- 
mote it except in the way of truth. In all events, 
however, .you will have done your duty^ and 
greater gpilt will remain bn. thofe who refufe fo 
reafonable a requeft. 

Where religion is concerned, do not deceive 
yourfelves by waiting till fome great man] in the 
church, or the ftate, take the lead. Neither was 
fhriftianity. propagated, nOr the reformation be- 
gun, by this means. Individuals of all ranks 
.thought and a&ed for themfelves, and thofe who 
had influence in public meafures favoured "therri 
when it appeared to be their intereft fo to do. 
And, in the nature of things, nothing elfe could 
ht expe&ed. Perfons in years, or who have ef- 
tablilhmcnts for life, have generally hit upon fome 

method 
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method or other to make themfelves eafy; and 
wifhing to continue fo, they are offended at 
any thing that is likely to create difturbance. 
Thus difpofed, they will never be at a lofs for 
fome plaufible pretext for putting off, at leaft/ 
every propofal of reformation. There are, how- 
ever, fuch liberal characters on the epifcopal bench 
at this time, that I almoft perfuade myfelf, they 
would countenance and aflift fuch an application 
as. I propofe. 

As to minifters of ftate, they mull, and ought, 
to follow the lead of the people. Make it appear 
to them that the country in general wifhe* for a 
reformation, or that many earneftly defire it, and 
that the reft would not violently oppofe it, and 
depend upon it, they will not. It is our bufinefs, 
therefore, without troubling ourfelves about the 
condudt of others, to look to our own, to get all 
the light we can ourfelves, and to do every thing 
in our power to enlighten the minds of others ; con- 
fident that the general prevalence of truth will, in 
due time, draw after it every thing that we can 
defire, with refpeft to public reformation, and pub- 
lic liberty. 

With refpeft to the common people of this coun- 
try, it would be doing them great injuftice to con- 
sider them as trihitarians. More than nine in ten, 
I am pretty confident, would be better pleafed 
with an unitarian than a trinitarian liturgy, though 

they 
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they do not intereft themfelves fo much in the af- 
fair, as to take any fteps towards promoting it. 

There can even be no doubt, but that the think- 
ing part of the clergy, really wife for fome altera- 
tion in the articles, and the form of public worihip, 
and that they would prefer one in which all religious 
worihip fhould be confined to one God, the Father, 
could they be furc that every thing elfe relating 
to the eftablifhment might remain unaltered. Of 
the learned clergy, it is almoft certain that thofe 
wh6 approve of the fcntiments of Dr. Clarke, are 
more in number than the rigid trinitarians, who 
would be clamorous againft any change. Were 
the younger clergy, therefore, and candidates for 
the miniftry, in earneft, for a reformation, it could 
not, in all probability, be kept back much longer. 

I am, &c. 



LETTER 



YOUNG MEN, &c. 63 



L E T T E R IV« 

Animadverftons on Dr. Purkis's Sermon* 

Gentlemen, 

TH H E preceding Letters were writtfen in confe- 
quence of reading the Dean of Canterbury's 
truly candid Sermons, and I was led to think of 
addreffing myfelf to you, as well as to him on th? 
occafion, on account of his being prefident of 4 
college in OxfQrd. Since the writing of them, J 
have feen another Sermon preached by Dr. Purkis, - 
one of the preachers of the King's Chapel, at 
Whitehall, before the Univerfity of Cambridge, 
on Commencement Sunday, July 2, 1786, which, 
if the writer may be credited *, was received with 

# The doubt here intimated was occaiioned by the following 
anonymous letter, which (hows that one of oar Univeriitiet, at 
leaft, is not deftitute of liberality. 

" I lofe no time in tranfmitting to you a difcourfe which did 
much violence to my feeling* at the time I heard it delivered, 
from the univerfity pulpit. So far is the author's bpaft in the 
advertifement from being true, that I believe his fermon gave 
ferious concern to feveral very refpectable, learned, and libera! 
men among his audience, which, it being Commencement Sun- 
day, was a very numerous one, as well as to myfelf. It was 
preached as an exercife for his dolor's degree. The p*bli(her 
informs me, that the greatcft part of the impreflion has been fent 
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as much applaufc as thofe of the Dean of Canter- 
bury, who is of Oxford. 

Though I think fuch mere declamation utterly 
unworthy of an univerfity-that has a Newton to 
boaft of, and do not fee that it contains any thing 
particularly deferving of a reply, I (hall take occa- 
fion from it to fhew the extreme weaknefs of fome 
things on which great ftrefs is laid with refpeft to 
the difcuffion that is now before the public, and 
others of a fimilar nature. One would think, in- 
.deed, that fuch things could only be faid ad cap- 
tan dum vulgus, and could never have been addrefied 
to thofe who arc brought up in a freedom from 
vulgar prejudices, which ought to be one great ob- 
ject in a courfe of liberal education. 

i. Of the Influence vfPbilofopby on Religion. 

Dr. Purkis preaches from Coll. ii. 8. Beware 
lift any man fpoil you through pbilofopby, and vain 
deceit, after the traditions of men, after the rudi- 

by the author as prefents to bifhops and great men. I truft yon 
will not be wanting to check the foifon of its influence, to fpeak 
like the author, for which I blufli, as I fhould at any thing that 
favoured of an unchrifUan fpirit. An anfwer from your maf- 
terly pen, I have reafon to believe, will give great fatisfa&ion to 
many confeientious lovers of truth in this univerfi ty, bnt I af- 
fure you, to none more than to your hearty well-wUher in the 
gofpel caufc, who profefles ex animo to be a fincere enquirer 
into the truth as it is injefus" % 

•' Cambridge, Nov. 27, 1786." 

menu 
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ments of this world, and not after Chrift. By this 
he, no doubt, meant to insinuate that myfelf, and 
other unitarians, who have fome pretenfions to 
philofophy, are juft fuch philofoph-rs as the apoftle 
Paul had to do with, their principles being the 
fame, having the fame connexion with religion, the 
fame influence upon it, and tending alike to fill 
the mind with pride and felf-conceit. Hence the 
phrafes, <c a minute mind bufied with remarking 
" only the track of its own experiments," p. 9, 
cc a vain prefuming perfon," ib» " dogmatical ar- 
cc rogance," p. 8, &c. &c. Indeed, without this 
conftru&ion, Dr* Purkis's text and difcourfe could 
not be thought to be peculiarly " feafonable at 
" this time" as the advertifement prefixed to it ex- 
preffes. 

Now really, Gentlemen, there is no foundation 
whatever for any of thefe infinuations or reflec- 
tions* The philofophy which the apoftle alluded 
to was undoubtedly that of the Gnoftics, the prin- 
ciples of which you will fee detailed in my Hiftory 
of early opinions concerning Jefus Cbrift, and which 
you may find in any book of ecclefiaftical hiftory. 
Pleafe then to examine them, and fee whether 
you can find in them any refemblance to the mo- 
dern experimental philofophy > with which (notwith- 
ftanding its fuppofed evil tendency) you are, I 
doubt not, well acquainted. The Gnoftics made 
no experiments at all. Their notions were all 
metaphyfical, mythological, or theological, and 
F therefore, 
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therefore, naturally interfered with, and contami- 
nated, the chriftian principles ; whereas, experi- 
mental philofophy is wholly unconne&ed with them, 
any farther than as all truth has a connexion. 

Accordingly we fee that there have been expe- 
rimental phllofophers, as well as mathematicians, 
of every opinion with refpeft to the do&rine of the 
trinity. If, therefore, this kind of fcience tends 
to make men proud, there muft be proud and con- 
ceited trinitarians, as well as unitarians, and there 
are who think that my antagonift Dr. Horfley 
might be quoted as a proof of this. But, in faft, 
experimental philofophy tends to make us hum- 
ble; as it fhews in the ftrongeft light, the im- 
menfity of nature, the unfearchable wifdom of the 
author of nature, and the narrownefs of our com- 
prehenfion. Other perfons bear of thefe truths, 
but experimental philofophers feel them $ and it 
is chiefly from their report that others derive their 
knowledge of them. Let Dr. Purkis alfo lay, 
what experimental philofophy has to do with the 
traditions of men, or the rudiments of the world. — 
Indeed, Gentlemen, no man could know any thing 
of modern philofophy, or ©f gnofticifm, and lay 
what Dr. Purkis does on this fubjeft. It is all 
groundlefs infinuation, and calumny, void of all 
colour or refemblance of truth, and calculated to 
prejudice the mind both againft philofophy, and 
rational theology. 

x There 
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There is more pride* Gentlemen, in difclaiming 
teafon, and afFe&ing to be governed by a principle 
fuperior to it, than in humbly following it. Be- 
fides it has been well obferved, that no man aban- 
dons reafon till reafon has abandoned him. 

2. Of Myfteries in Religion. 

If myfteries mean, as Dr. Purkis fay they do, p. 
jo, " things in their own nature incomprehen- 
cc fible," I muft fay that the fcriptures know no 
fuch myfteries, but only things that were for fome 
time unknown, but Which were perfe&ly intelligible 
when they were made known. The term is never 
applied to any thing concerning the nature of God y 
but only to the difpenfations of his providence, and 
almoft wholly to that one particular in his difpen- 
fations, the preaching of the gofpel to the Gentiles, 
without burdening them with the obfervance of the 
Jewifh ritual. But how Can this be faid to be a 
thing " in its own nature incomprehenfible ?" It 
had been, a& the apoftle calls it, a fecret, or myf- 
tery, bid from ages, but it was then made known, 
and when made known, was perfectly intelligible. 

What Paul calls (i Tim. iii. 16) the great myf- 
tery of godlinejs confided of fuch particulars relat- 
ing to ^hriflianity as are all perfectly intelligible, 
when made known, as (even admitting the common 
reading) Godmanifeft in theflefh y that is, fpeaking to 
mankind by the man Chrilt Jefus, &c. &c» Suf- 
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among heathens or Mahometans, we ought to to* 
Ierate them amojig us. 

4. Of perverting the Language of the Scriptures. 

Dr. Purkis fays, p. 12, c * Next to this turn of 
" philofophical fyftem in religiop, we remarked a 
*' fceptical defire of arguing away the phrafeo- 
u logy of fcripture, when it feems to convey, doc* 
cc trines above our comprehenfion, in order to re-* 
** duee them to the levej of our own opinions^ 
** &c. &c. &c." 



Now I dare fay, that Pr. Purkis, believing ir 
the truth of the fcriptures, and likewife in othci 
truths not contained in the fcriptures, will endea— — 
your to reconcile them as well as he can, as alfq^M 
to reconcile one fcripture truth with another; foi — "• 
they cannot htb be believed, unlefs they can be^* 
reconciled ; and what is this but the very thing^^ 
that he charges the unitarians with, as an unpar* 
tfonable fault ? For example, he, as a proteftant ^ 
cannot believe that a piece of bread is changed 
into flelh, while the properties of bread remain in J 
it, though our .Saviour has faid of the facramen- 
tal bread, Ibis is my body. What then does he do, 
but explain away this phrafeology, by fuppofing 
that it is a figurative expreffion, and merely be-> 
caufe the do&rine of " the literal fenfe is above his 
* f comprehenfion 5 and to reduce it to the level 
& of his pwn opinion." In this very language. 
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he would be reproved for his conduct by a catho- 
lic difputant. Why then does he fee a mote in 
my eye, and not the beam that is in his own eye ? 

But in reality, Gentlemen, the plain language 
of fcripture is much more direftly in favour of 
unitarianifm than of the doftrine of the trinity j 
and it is with difficulty made to accord to the 
latter. The great doftrine of the ftri& unity of 
God, and alfo that of the pure humanity ofCbrift, 
is the common language of the fcriptures, where 
no figure is ufed, or can be fufpe&ed. As when 
the apoftle fays (1 Tim. ii. 5) To us there is one 
Gody and one mediator between God and man* the man 
>Cbrift J ejus. By what conftruftion of words and 
phrafes, can the do&rine of the trinity be recotir- 
ciled with this paffage ? Muft not the literal 
meaning be explained away, before it can be 
made confident with that myfterious do&rine ? 

The texts which the unitarians have to accom- 
modate to their iyftem are very few indeed, com-r 
pared with thofe which, the trinitarians muft fub- 
je& to their mode of torture. 

5. Of Materialifm and the Doftrine *f PbHofipbiaU 
Neceffity. 

Dr. Purkis is not lingular in endeavouring to 
throw an odium upon myfelf, and others, as mate- 
riatijis, as if the doftrine of an immaterial foul 

F4 was 
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was eflential to chriftianity. I fhall not argue 
this matter with Dr. Purkis, having already ad- 
vanced all thatl'think neceflary for the purpofe in 
my Difquijitions concerning matter andjpirit, in which 
J am fatisfied that I have made it as evident as any 
thing of this nature can be, that the popular doc- 
trine of a foul has no foundation in realbn, or the 
fcriptures, but was borrowed from the heathen 
philofophy. I fhall now only obferve to you, 
that the do&rine of a foul is of no confequence 
in itjelfy or to a cbriftian, but as an argument for 
a future life 

If, therefore, any perfon does firmly believe 
that he fhall live again, and receive according to 
his works/ which is the great and ultimate doc- 
trine of chriftianity, of what confequence is it 
whether, he believe that he has a foul or not ? 
It is'eftough that he believes that his power of 
thinking (which is the only province of a foul) 
will be reftored to him at the refurre&ion, and 
that he will have a perfeft recolleftion of all the 
tranfa&ions of the prefent life. And this I be- 
lieve as firmly as any of thofe who hold the doc- 
trine of a foul. In what refpefts then, is my faith 
of lefs value than theirs ? 

With as little reafon do Dr. Purkis and others 
fuppofe that, by the doftrine of pbilof optical ne** 
ceffity 9 which I hold, and which 1 confider as even 
^emonftrably true, <r every principle," as he fays, 

P-7* 
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p. 7, " of right and wrong, of moral "goodnefs 
€€ and mora) government, has been in reality re- 
€C moved from our fight, and, of courfe, the ne- 
" ceffity of all law and religion whatfoever/' 

Now, in my writings on this fubjeft, I have 
proved ir, and lhall not take the trouble to prove 
any more, that the doftrine of neceffity fupplies 
the only theoretical foundation of moral govern- 
ment, and that the oppofite doftrine affords no 
foundation for it at all. But independently of 
this, with refpect to the real confequences of any 
doftrine, thofe who hold it, and not thofe who 
deny it, fhould be confulted. For if I myfelf do 
not perceive that fuch confequences flow from my 
fyftem, I cannot dfit as if they did. And furely, 
any man who believes that his aftions are truly 
voluntary, depending upon motives, and that he 
{hall receive good or evil hereafter according to 
his works here, may be depended upon forgiving 
due attention to his conduit, whatever be his opi- 
nion with refpeft to the nature of the mind, and 
the manner in which motives influence it. Can 
Dr. Purkis fliew that neceflarians are at all lejfs 
felicitous about their moral condudt than other 
men? This is the proper teft of the moral 
influence of any fyftem. 

It is commonly faid, that the do&rine of necef- 
fity tends to make men indifferent to all aftion, all 
events being pre-determined by God, and all fure 

to 
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to work right, and end well. But how does this 
fuppofition correfpond to fad ? Dr. Home fays, 
f e our opponents," among whom he undoubtedly 
includes myfelf, " arc ihrewd, aftive, bufy, and 
" indefatigable." How far this charadter applies 
to myfelf, I will not fay. But I will venture to 
affert that, change the ttxm Jbrewd (which is al- 
ways ufed in a bad fenfe) for intelligent, or JenJibU* 
and the reft of the description applies to man 1 } 
neceflarians, and that fome of the advocates && 
philofophical liberty are the moll indolent <* 
mankind. 

I am, &c. 



LETTER V. 

Of Mr. Jones's Catholic DoElrine of the Trinity. 

Gentlemen, 

A S the worthy Dean of Canterbury ftrongly re- 
commends to you Mf. Jones 9 s Catholic Doftrine 
if the Trinity, proved hy above a hundred fhort and 
clear arguments, exprejfed in the terms of the holy 
Jcripture, compared after a manner entirely new $ 
no doubt efteeming it to be a mafter-piece of 
reafoning, I am tempted to give you a fpecimen 
of his mode of arguing on the fubjeft. To pmv 

fue 
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luc him through all his hundred arguments will 
hardly be required of me ; as every text on which 
any thing that to other perfons>\w* had the appear- 
ance of an argument, has beei\ built, is fatisfacfco- 
rjly explained in my fmall pamphlet, entitled, A 
Familiar Illuftration of particular Texts of Scripture* 
and mare at large in the writings of Mr, Lindfey. 

The foundation of the more fpecious of Mr. 
Jones's arguments is the following : If any lan- 
guage be applied to God, and the fame be ever 
applied to Chrift j or if the fame aft fhould ht 
afcribtdto them both, it is with him a proof that 
Chrift muft be God ; without cbnfidering that the 
fame language, and the fame actions, may be af- 
cribed to God, and alfo to man, in different fenfes. 

Thus, becaufc we read in If. xliii. 1 1. /, even 7, 
#m the Lord, and bejides me there is no Saviour ; 
and Chrift is alfo called a Saviour (as in d Per. 
iii. 1 8. our Lord and Saviour J ejus Chrift) heron* 
eludes that Chrift muft be God, faying, p. ^ 
fc unlefs he were God, even die Lord Jehovah, 
u as well as man, he could not be a Saviour, be* 
*' caufe the Lord has declared ther^ is no Saviour 
* c befidehimfelf. It is therefore rightly obferved 
? c by the apoftle, Phil. ii. 9. that God, in digni- 
* c fying the man Chrift with the name of Jtfu*, 
« has given him a name above every name, even 
*' that of a ^Saviour, which is his own name, and 
f* fuch as can belong to no other." 

But, 
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But," by the very fame argument, Mofes, and 
many other perfons, might be proved' to be God, 
becaufe they are called faviours, having been 
made the means of delivering the people of Ifrael, 
or others, from fome of the difficulties in which 
they were involved, as in Neh. ix. 27. Thou gaveft 
them Saviours, who faved them, G?r. In the fame 
fenfe Chrift is alfo properly called a Saviour, as 
having been the inftrument in the hand of God of 
faving mankind from fin, and from death, the con- 
sequence of fin; and that Chrift was no more than 
the inftrument in the hands of God for this end, 
is as evident, and as clearly exprefTed in the fcrip- 
tures, as that Mofes was his inftrument in deli- 
vering the people of Ifrael from Egypt. They 
are both faid to be fent, or commiflioned, by God, 
for the purpofe. 

On the fame principle Mr. Jones argues, p. 1 8, 
that becaufe we read, John iii. 16. God fo loved 
the world, that he gave bis only begotten fon, and 
Eph. v. 25. Chrift alfo loved the church, and gave 
bimfelffor it, that Chrift and God muft be the fame. 
He well obferves, in his advertifement, that <c his 
cc arguments are, to the 4>eft of his knowledge, 
" moft of them, new" Indeed, I Ihould have 
thought it very extraordinary, if .the comparifon 
of thefe two texts had fuggefted the fame argu- 
ment to any other individual perfon befides him- 
felf 5 though when fuggefted by him, it may have 
approved itfelf to the better fenfe of tHe Dean of 
Canterbury. 

In 
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In reply to it, it can hardly be neceflary to in- 
form you, Gentlemen, that God might love the 
world, and having the power to difpofe of Chrift, 
as of all his other creatures, as he pleafed, might 
fend him, give him, or appoint him, for the pur- 
pofe of favfng the world from ignorance and vice, 
at the fame time that Chrift, engaging in this be- 
nevolent undertaking with the fame readinefs and 
chearfulnefs with which all perfons ought to obey 
the commands of God; „ and being a man him- 
felf, and, as fuch, having the moft fincere good- 
will and compaffion towards bis fellow men, 
might alfo love them, and be faid to give himfelf 
for them. As Paul likewife, and other apoftles, 
loved the church, and gave their lives for it, 
which it is evident they did, whether that parti- 
cular language be ever ufed with refpedt to rhem 
in the fcripturcs or not, Mr. Jones might prove 
from this circumftance, that they are alfo each of 
them Gcd, equal to the Father. 

Mr. Jones even argues that Chrift is of a di- 
vine nature, becaufe, in 2 Pet. i.4. chriftians are 
laid to be partakers of the divine nature, and in 
Heb. iii. 14. they are faid to be partakers of 
Chrift. Therefore, fays he, p. 29, " Chrift is in, 
€< or of the divine nature, the fame Almighty 
" God and Lord who declared to Abraham, I 
<c am thy fhield, and exceeding great reward ; fo 
fc that thefe being compared together, are decifive 
c< for the Catholic Homooufion do&rine, at which 

Cf the 
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" the Arians, from the Council of Nice to this 
very day, have been fo grievoufly offended." 



u 



Mr. Jones was not, perhaps, aware that, by this 
mode of reafoning, he was Supplying the Roman 
catholics with a new argument for their doftrinc 
ef tranfubftantiation. ' But if every thing of 
which chriftians are faid to be partakers be the 
fame, the facramental bread muft be concluded 
to be Chrift himfelf. For itjs faid, i Cor. x. 17* 
We are all partakers of that cne bread. 

On thefe principles alfo, the diftin&ion in the 

three perfons of the trinity will be confounded. 

For as in Heb. ii. 14. chriftians are faid to be 

partakers of Chrift 5 fo in chap. vi. 4. they are 

. faid to be partakers of the Holy Gboft. 

I am ftill more furprized that Mr. Jones fhould 
not have perceived that, according to his mode 
of interpretation, this text in Peter would autho- 
rize him to conclude, that all chriftians have a 
proper divine nature, or are confubftantial with 
the Father. For in defence of this term, which 
he .acknowledges to be unfcriptural, he fays, p. 
30, addrefling the Arians, <c And now the fcrip- 
cc ture is before us, let me aflc them a plain quef- 
c< tion or two. Is not the word effence^ or Jub- 
"ftance, of the fame fignification with the word 
<c nature ? And have not the Fathers % of the 
" church thus expounded it, and is not this phrafe 
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* c of the fame nature as conclufive for the divinity. 
<c of Chrift, as that other of the fame fubftance? 
<f Why then (hould that expreflion of the Nicene 
cc creed be thought fo offenfive, when there is 
cc another in the fcripture fo near of kin to it, 
<c that the Arians muft be fenfible that they could 
4C gain nothing by the exchange ? For the di- 
" vine nature, we all agree, can be but one, three 
<c divine natures, of courfe, making three differ- 
<c ent Gods. But the fcripture, compared as 
" above, has aflerted Chrift to be of this divine 
,c nature." 

We fee here, how much it is in the power of" 
prejudice to make men blind to the moft ob- 
vious confutations.. For it is remarkable that 
the participation of a divine nature is no where 
fo exprefsly predicated of Chrift, as it is by Peter, 
in this paffage, of all. chrifiians : whereas, from 
the above quotation from Mr. Jones, the reader 
would. have imagined that it was not to cbrif- 
tians> but to Chrift only, that this participa- 
tion was attributed. 

I fhall conclude my animadverfions on Mr. 
Jones's medium of proof, that God and Chrift are 
the fame being, by obferving, jthat on the very 
fame principle God and Satan may be proved to 
be the fame Being; fince the fame aftion is af- 
cribed to them both. For, in 2 Sam. i. 24. we 
read, Ani figaw tb* &H* r °f &e Lord was kindled 

2 againft 
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againft Ifrael, and he moved David againft them* to 
fay, go number Ifrael and Judab ; whereas, in the 
parallel hiftory,. i Chron. xxi. i. we read, And 
Satan flood up againft Ifrael, and provoked David t o 
number Ifrael. 

. As to all the texts of fcripture in which Chrift 
is fpoken of as a man, and confequently inferior 
to the Father, which are without number, Mr* 
Jones makes himfelf very cafy about them, by 
faying, p. 23, that " in the perfon of Chrift there 
<c is a human foul and body, the nature of a man, 
<c which, as it cannot lay claim to what is fpoken 
€t of Chrift in unity with the Father, fo muft it 
fC receive to its own account whatever feems to 
<c degrade and disjoin him from the Father ; fo 
cc that the true catholic faith, which allows him 
<c to be perfeft God and perfeft man, is never of- 
c< fejided, or put to its fhifts, by any thing the 
<c fcripture may have faid about him in either 
€C capacity." Had it therefore, been aflerted in 
the moft exprefs terms, and had it been repeated 
ever fo often, that Chrift was not God, it would 
not have daggered Mr. Jones, or have put him 
to any fhift at all ; as he would inftantly have 
replied, that the meaning was, not that the whole 
perfon of Chrift, but only the man, the inferior 
part of him, was not God. 

Surely every perfon muft be fenfible, that this 
is putting it abfolutely out of our power to make 

any 
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any inference whatever from the language of 
fcripture, and fuppofing that the facred writer* 
had reeourfe to the moft unworthy equivocations* 
For^ by the fame rule, if any thing confifts of two* 
partSi whatever is aflerted as of tie whole may be 
underftood of which ever part any perfon pleafes* 
Confequently, it might be truly faid of Chrift,- 
in contradiction to every thing that is moft ex~ 
prefsly related of him in the gofpel hiftory, that 
he was never born, that he never died, or never 
rofe from the dead ; fecretly .meaning* that none 
of thefe particulars could with truth be affirmed. 
of his divint nature* 

When Chrift, in drder to comfort his difciples 
under the idea, of his departure from them, faid 
that his Father (to whom he was going, and who 
a£ God oirinip refenr, would be always with them) 
tfas greater than be* he certainly muft have in- 
tended that he was greater, not than a part of 
himfelf ofily,* btit than his whole felf. His mean- ' 
ihg was, no doubtj the fame with that of other 1 : 
pious perfons, who, on being feparated from their 
friends by deaths ccfmmonly fay, that they leave! * 
them to the care of onie who* call do more for 
therh than tbey cotifld. 

We have an example of the manner in which - 
Mr* Jones applies th$ principle I have mentioned, 
in his interpretation of I Cor. xi. 3. the head of 
Cbrift is God* " The name Cbrifts* he fays, p. 23, 

G <f does 
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thing better, to fhew you what you have to ex- 
peft from the whole. But I fincerely join with 
the Dean of Canterbury in recommending the 
Whole of it to your careful periifal, thinking fuch 
4 defence of the doftrine of the trinity to be the 
beft refutation of it ; ftrongly exemplifying, as 
it does, the wretched fhifts men are reduced to, 
When their tenets are repugnant to common fenfe, 
and contradifted by the plain and uniform lan- 
guage of fcripture. Mr. Jones feems to pride 
himfelf in having muftered up <c a hundred argu- 
" merits* meft of them new ;" but he might eafily 
have made them a thoufand, and from the manner 
in which they might be laid down, as likely to 
be convincing. Mr, Jones, however, fhould con- 
sider, that the ftrength of an army depends not on 
the number of fick and wounded, but only on 
that of the effeSJive men in it. 

' Since I wrote the precedmgLetters to the Dean 
of Canterbury, I have feen the fmall pamphlet fo 
ftrongly recommended by him. It is entitled, 
A Preservative againjt the Publications dijperfed by 
modern Socinians> in which the Impiety and Absurdity 
of their Principles are clearly Jbewn. Th is Preferva* 
five, &c. contains little more than vehement ex- 
clamation againft wolves in Jheep 9 s cloatbing, 6?r. 
reprefenting the Socinians in the worft light, as 
enemies to the gofpel, to God, and to their coun- 
try; whofe doftrines cannot fail to bring the 
judgments of God upon us all. 

As 
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comprehend all the perfon s of the trinity, it muft 
be fynonymous to the term God, and no proof 1 
will remain of the exiftence of fuch a perfon as 
that of the Fader ; fo that the trinity will be re- 
duced to two perfonSy viz, the Son, and the Holy 
Spirit. And if his reafoning from the phrafe 
partaking of the divine nature, be admitted, thefe 
two will be farther reduced to one, viz. the Son* 
who will then, indeed* be the one God Over alh 

On this principle alfo we muft fuppofe, that 
When Chrift prayed to the Father, as the one true 
Cody John xvii. 3. he did not addrefs himfelf to 
the perfon of the Father, as any common reader 
would imagine, but to the divine nature in gene- 
ral ; and therefore that his prayer was as much 
dire&ed to himfelf, as to the Father. Befides, if 
Mr. Jones be fufficiently authorized to confider 
the term Father as expreflive of the divine nature 
in general, why may we not be at liberty to ufe 
the term Son, and Holy Gboft, in the fame, latitude. 
And if each of them denote the Whole of the di- 
vine nature, the unity of God will be completely 
eftablilhed 5 as We fhall then have three different 
hames for the fame thing, which will be what is 
commonly called Sabellianifm > according to which 
the Father, who fent the Son, was himfelf the Son 
that was fent, who was born, and who died. 

It is fufely fufficient to poihfX>ut thefe fpeci- 
mens of Mr* Jones's tyaok, which contains no- 

G a thipg 



86 L E T T E R $, kc. 

€c opinions, which can only lead them to perdi- 
" tion," &c. &c. &c. 

, Surely, Gentlemen, 1 dp not need to copy any 
more of fuch a pamphlet as this, and muchlefs to 
feply to it. What muft thaj c^ufe be which re- 
quires fuch wretched mifreprefentation of tho 
principles and condudt of ferious men, and fuch 
indecent and profane drollery to fupport it. I 
fliould not have thought it worth while to notice 
fuch publications as either of thefe of Mr. Jone* 
(for this pamphlet is alfo afcribed to hinri) had 
they not been fo earneftly recommended by Co 
truly refpe&able a writer as the Dean of Canter* 
bury. I am alfo informed that Mr. Jones's Ca* 
tbolic Doftrine was recommended as a work of 
confequence to the Univerfity of Oxfprd by th^ir 
Profeffor of Divinity, Pr. Bentham, whp pre-, 
ceded Dr. Randolph. I ferioufly hope that Dr, 
• Horne himfelf will produce fomething much 
fuperior to the publications he fo lavifhly com* 
mends. If not, this controV^rfy is already at at) 
end. 

I am, Qentlemen, 

your very humble Servant, 

J. PRIESTLEY* 
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LETTER I. 
INTRODUCTORY, 

Dear Friend, 

WITHOUT any view to engaging you in 
a controverfy, which you have exprefled 
a fixed refolution to decline, but merely from 
the fatisfafrion I feel in addrcfling myfelf to a 
perfon for whom I entertain the higheft degree of 
efteem, and even veneration, and whofe candour 
exceeds that of almoft every other man, I chufe 
to throw a few remarks upon your late $er- 
pions into the form of Letters to ywrfelf. A great 
part of the fatisfaftion I enjoy in this lifi?, % 
and efpecially that valuable portion of it, which 
firifes from my ardour (if I have *any) in the 

purfuit 
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puriuic of truth, I owe to my intercourfe witii 
you ; an intercourfe, and friendship, which has now 
bpen of long (landing, and which, if it be not my 
awn fault, will never, I am perfuaded, have any 
confiderable interruption; but, after being the 
fourcc of much happinefc to me'here, will con- 
tinue to be fo for ever. 

Your diffidence with refpeft to conclufions, 
which you have formed with the greateft care, 
and after the moft deliberate enquiry, I even 
think exceflive* and it is the only thing with re- 
Ipeft to which, I cannot fay that I wilh to refemble 
you. For I would not lofe the fatisfa&ion that 
arifes from a perfuafion of having found any va- 
luable truth, nor willingly continue longer than is 
necefiary, in a ftate of doubt y than which nothing, 
is more painful and diftrefling. Whether I have 
been too precipitate in forming my own judgment, 
efpecially with *efpe& to the important quefboa 
that will be the fubjoft of thefe Letters, is not fpt 
myfelf to determine. The time is faft approach- 
ing, wkh refpedt to b^th of us, when all uncer- 
tainty about it will be at an end ; and when the 
fource of our error, on which ever fide it lies, will 
be laid open to us ; and fo as perhaps may be of 
foroe ufc- to us in, our farther progrefs in the pur- 
fuit of truth. In the mean time, the candour you 
exprefyon the fubjeft, cannot but give me the 
greateft fatisfaftibn. Speaking of the Socinian 
faheme, yqu fky, p. 7% i( It maintains all that we 

"need 
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w need be anxious about in chriftianity, and con- 
rc fequently the prejudices againft it have no jufk 
u foundation." 

With that candour and diffidence which diftia* 
guifh all your writings, and to which all your 
friends are witneffes in your daily converfation» 
you fay, with refpeft to the do<5trine concerning 
the perfon of Chrift, p. 158, (( I can in this, in- 
* c ftance, as in moft others, with much more 
<c confidence fay what is. net, than what is the 
" truth. The Athanafian and Calviniitic fchemes 
fc of chriftianity, I rejedfc with ftrong conviction. 
cc The Socinian fcheme alfo, on the two points 
tf which chiefly diftinguifh it, I find myfelf incap- 
cc able of receiving." Now fince you cannot fay 
that there are more than three opinions on the 
fubjedt, and two of them are abfolutely inadmif. 
fible 'by you, I fhould think that nothing could 
prevent you embracing the third wiih the gre~tefl: 
confidence and fatisfa&ion. Such, at leaft, would 
be my own feelings in your circumftances, and fuch 
they are with refpeft to the conclufions which. I- 
draw from fimilar premiles. 

Your indifference about making profelyres is 
perfeftly agreeable to your ufual candour $ but this 
alfo I think exceflive. " I feel," you fay,' p. .158, 
cc no difpofition to be very anxious about bringing 
u you over to my opinion. The rage for profe- 
" lytifm is one of the curfes of the world. I wifli 
1 to 
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" to make no profelytes except to candour, an4 
" charity^ and honeft enquiry/' 

If it be in the power of either precept or example 
to make fuch profelytes as theje y you, Sir, can- 
not fail to have many ; but in this cafe> I muft 
think that you exceed the juft bounds of modera- 
tion. Our zeal to make profelytes ought, cer- 
tainly, to be in proportion to our ideas of the im- 
portance of the truth for which we are advocates ; 
and it is evident that, notwithftanding your amiable 
candour with refpeft-to us Socinians> or as we ra- 
ther chufe to call ourfelves unitarians> you think 
our tenets to be of dangerous confequence if 
chriftianity itfelf be of any value. For you fay, 
p. 1 46, " It appears to me that the doftrine of 
€C Chrift's fimple humanity, when viewed in con- 
<c nexion with the fcripture account of his exalta- 
<c tion, implies an inconfiftency, and' improba- 
" bility, which falls little fhort of an impoflibility -, 
cc and confequently that this doftrine not only 
* € renders the fcriptures unintelligible, but chriitia* 
• * r pity itfelf incredible," 

If therefore, chriftianity, and the belief of it, be 
of any importance, as no doubt you think them to 
b:>, you ought to wifh, and endeavour, to make 
profelytes to that view of it, according to which 
alone you think it to be credible. I write fo much 
as I do in defence of the opinion which yoy 
fo ftrongly reprobate, becaufe I fee it in a very 

different 
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different light 5 not indeed as the onty view in 
which chriftianity is credible ((or I was a firm be- 
liever in it when I was an Arian, and even when 
I was an Athanafian) but as. that according to 
which it is by far the tnoft credible, I now think 
the Athanafian doftrine to imply a direft contra- 
diction, and the Arian hypothefis to be fo impro- 
bable,, as that it muft greatly impede -the recep- 
tion of chriftianity, efpecially with philofophidal 
unbelievers. 1 profefs to write with no other view 
than to make profelytes ; nor indeed do I fee that 
there can be any other rational objedt in writing at 
all. 

With the greateft refpeft and affc&ion, 
I am, Dear Friend, 

Yours fincerely, 

J. PRIESTLEY. 



BIRMINGHAM, 
March 1, 1787- 
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svv^r -vstteerany of the arguments that 
..^ *%vvc?J in fupport of your hypo- 
^ ,^v **c :^ liberty to confider what // is, 
^ m\< ooiVrvacions refpe&ing its ante- 
^^ ^^**^»*. For to this muft correfpond 
^ k .^v» -awi weight of the arguments that are 
j*v a> support it. The Arianifm that you 
^^.: >>** Out of Dr. Clarke, but of a much 
^^ -v--^ bor you give it as your opinion, p. 
^, » ^ Chriit God made this world only, 
^ * > xV*HK\v>ns and dependencies. Thofe 
.«<*.**. »w*k uvrctore," you fay, p. 96, cc feem 
%% . v .v> !u*c j^nr too far, who fpeak of him as 
^ .W*; *ao cxilled before all worlds, and as at 
w, koJ v>* A ^ worlds. This feems almoft as 
: ^ ** traced by reafon and fcripture as the 
v s s :*.;c *«uch makes him the onejuprerne ; and 
:u*s* l ^ doftrine of his having humbled 
s.iucil u>dwh> even the death of the crofs, to 
A >*;ia**vH;Ul, almoft equally incredible/' 

But 
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But whether we attend ro the words of fcripture $ 
fahich lead you to conclude that Chrift made this 
world, or whether we attend to the neceffaiy con* 
flexions and dependencies of this world, which you 
juftly fuppofe to hare had the fame maker with it, it 
appears to me that w<e cannot help concluding that, 
if Chrift made this World, he mull alfo have made 
the fun, moon, and ftars, and confequently all 
worlds. For the apoftle fays (CoL i, 16) by him 
were all things created, vifible and invifible, and 
certainly there are not more confpicuons objefts in 
nature than the fun, moon, and ftars. If, therefore/ 
the apoftle included in his idea of things vifible 9 
the earth on which we live, he could not hare ex* 
eluded thofe heavenly bodies, which are equally 
vifible. Befides, what can be more exprefs and 
definite in this relpeft, than that which John fays 
of the logos, which you fuppofe to be the fame 
trith Chrift, John i; 3. All things were made by him, 
and without him was not any thing made that was 
tnade. 

You fay, p< 143, " This earth, with its inha- 
" bitants and connexions, includes all of nature 
fCj that we have any concern with. — This obfer- 
* vation is applicable to the account of the crea- 
* c tion in the firft chapter of Genefis ; that ac- 
u count moft probably, being an account only of 
" the creation of this earth, with its immediate 
" dependencies/* But in that account, the moft 
cxpreis mention is made of the creation of the fun, 
. * ■ - mooi*, 
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moon, and ftars. Indeed, if we confider the cbn~ 
nexions and dependencies of the earth, tvhich you 
luppofe to have been made by Chrift, we muft 
admit that the moon, at leaft, was alfo made by hrm,- 
on account of its intimate connexion with, and de- 
pendence upon the earth \ and if the moon, furely 
the fan alfo, on which they both depend for light 
and heat; and if thefun> the whole of the planetary 
fyftem, including the newly difcovered Georgium 
Sidusy and all the comets, which belong to the 
fun* And if the fun, with all that is connefted 
with it, and depends Upon it* was created by 
Chrift* why fliould we not fuppofe that he made 
all that clufter, ox fyftem offtafSy of which our fun 
is one; and if thofe ftars, all the habitable worlds 
belonging to them. 

In this manrier I do not fee how We c^rf ccrt- 
fiftently ftop, till we include the Whole univerfe/ 
be the extertt of it ever fo great, Or even infinite/ 
. So great k the uniformity in the fyftem of nature, 
that we muft pronounce it ro be one work, and of 
Courfe conclude that the author of it is on*. This 
indeed, is the proper argument for the unity of God 
on thie light of nature, and fhitf argument re- 
fpefls the immediate make* of the wbrld, whoever* 
that Beifcg be. 

Though you thifik that all the ancient Arians,* 
and Dr. Clarke and others among the moderns, 
made too much of the rank that Chrift holds inr 

the 
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the creation, . when they fuppofed him to have 
exifted before all worlds^ and to be at the bead of 
worlds, you do not feem to agree with thofe of the 
modern Arians who maintain that, on his incarna- 
tion, he was divefted of all that power by which 
he made and governed the world. For you make 
his wifdom, and his miracles , to be proofs of his fu- 
perior nature, which was alfo one of the arguments 
of the primitive Fathers. 

I cannot fay but I wifli you had been- a little 
more explicit in giving us your fentimenrs on this 
fubjedh For whether he was thus divefted, or not, 
is a queftion that muft be decided one way or the 
other j and to me it appears that you have only the 
choice of Scylla or Chary idis. If you fay, as the 
Arians in general now do, that while Chrift was 
on earth, he was divefted of all his former power* 
it will follow that, in the interval between his in- 
carnation and refurre&ion, the whole fyftem of the 
government of the world was changed ; and be- 
fides, it will not be eafy to conceive how,, being 
reduced to the condition of a mere. man, he could 
do any thing more than another mere man might 
have done. 

On the other hand, if, as yott feem to fuppofe, 
Chrift retained all his original power, and by that 
power worked miracles, and raifed himfelf from 
the dead, his humiliation, ,and efpecially his ex- 

H treme 
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treme deje&ion>of mind during his agony in the 
garden, will be thought to be as extraordinary. 
For who can fuppofe that he who was at that 
very time Supporting all things by the word of bis 
power, could not fupport himfelf, but needed the 
fupport of an angel, an angel that (as pertaining 
to this world) he himfelf had made, and was then 
fupporting ? 

Thefe things may not be properly contradictions, 
fcftjt they art things at which my mind revolts 
with no lefs force ; fo that I cannot help think- 
ing, that it is for want of giving due attention to 
them, that the minds of all men do not equally 
revolt at them. 

That mere, divines fhould talk fo lightly as they 
fcmetimes do concerning creation, and the poffi- 
bility cf its falling within the province of an infe- 
rior Being, I do not wonder; becaufe they have 
no proper idea of what creation is, or implies* 
They have no conception of the magnitude of it, 
or of the wonderful extent of the laws by which 
the mundane fyftem is governed. But you, 
Sir, are not a mere divine. You rank high in 
the clafs of mathematicians, and natural philofo- 
phers, who are daily contemplating, and makmg 
farther enquiries into, the laws of nature ; who 
are filled with aftonifhment at what they do fee of 
them, and who are at the fame tijrte well fatisfied, 

that 
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that all they fee bears no fenfible proportion to 
that which is unknown. 

Now that a being poffefling the profound wif- 
dom, and aftonifhing power, that muft have been 
neceflary to the conftruftion of fuch a fyftem as 
this (even allowing the matter out of which it was 
made to have been prepared for him) fhould be- 
come a child in the womb of a woman, be born, 
be brought up from infancy to manhood, be fub- 
jedt to all the pains and infirmities of men*, be 
delivered into the hands of his enemies, be cru- 
cified, and die, appears to me to be, in reality, no 
Jefs incredible, than it does to you that the creator 
of all worlds fhould be fo degraded. 

For between that power which is equal to the 
conftruftion of fuch a world as this, with all it* 
connexions and dependencies, and that power which 
is equal to the formatiorj of all worlds, we are not 
able to perceive any real difference. With re- 
fpe£t to our comprebenfion, that difference muft be 
merely nominal. The lefs is, to our perception, 
infinite i and after that, if we fay that the other is 
uifimtQ — infinite^ xheidea \b the fame \ as in our 
ideas, an eternity a parte poft makes no addition to 

* I do not fay otbtr men, for fuch a being as this* however de- 
graded, would never be called a man, by any perfon who was, 
acquainted with his natural rank. 

Ha the 
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the idea of an eternity a parte ante. Each of them 
exceeds any definite quantity, how great foever. 

That von, Fir, therefore, who enter into thefe 
ideas nv/ch more readily than I can pretend to 
do, I>o\iid lb c .lily admit that of lb rr^at a degra- 
dation cf your maker, and for a purpefe for which, 
as you mud allow, it is impoiiible for us to con- 
ceive that in fhould be neceffary, really aftonifhes 
me. And yet you are no leis aitonithed that I 
ihould not adopt your views of this iubiedt. Our 
readers mult decide between us, and as to our- 
il-lves, our mutual wonder will only produce a 
friendly fmile. 

Your attachment to the Arian hypothefis is evi- 
dently owing, in a great meafure, to your fuppof- 
ing it to have valuable practical ujes. You ad- 
mire the condefcenfion of fo great a Being, as- the 
maker of the world, and cf all its dependencies, 
in becoming man, fuffering, ami dying for us. 
Cf I often," you fay, p* 155, Cf feel myfelf deeply 
" impreffed by this consideration." This I "can- 
not call in queftion. But many pious trinita- 
rians are, I doubt not, more deeply imprefled 
with the confideration of the fupreme God be- 
coming man, and then fuffering and dying for us; 
and the confideration of Dr. Clarke's logos (before 
whom your diminutive logos lhrinks into nothing) 
the great created Being who exifted from all eter- 
nity, 
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nity, arid who created not only this "world, but 
all worlds, would do doubt iinprefs his mind more 
forcibly, and more favourable than. your dodtrine 
can imprefs yours*. 

There is not, indeed, any do&rine in the Cal- 
vinftic, or. the popifh fyftem, but what the advo- 
cates for them will maintain to have excellent prac- 
tical ufes. With what unfpeakable reverence and 
devotbn do the catholics eat their maker. But is 
this any reafon why we proteftants Ihould em- 
brace their opinions ? 

We find fufficient fources of gratitude and devo- 
tion in a purer fyftem of chriftiariity, and fo fhall 
we do in palling from trinitarianifm to high 
Arianifm, from this to your low Arianifm; and 
from this to Socinianifn, even of the Ioweft 
kind, in which Chrift is confidered as a- -mere 
man, the fon of Jofeph and Mary, and naturally 
as fallible and peccable as Mofes, or any other pro- 
phet. I have myfelf gone through all thefe changes, 
and I think I may affure you, that you have no- 
thing to apprehend from any part of the progrefs, 

■* " On other accounts, it [viz. the example of Chrift] " is 
" more forcible in proportion to hia fuperiority ; and this is true 
" in particular of his condefcenfion, humility, meeknefs, and 
«' patience under fufFerings. The greater he was, the more we 
" are obliged to admire thefe virtues in him, and the more 
■*' we muft be exceed to practice them." p. 153. 

H3 . Iu 
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In every ftage of it you have that cortfideration 
on which the fcriptures always lay the greateft 
flxefs, as a motive to gratitude and obedience, , 
viz. the love of God, the almighty parent, in giv- 
ing his fon to die for us. And whether this fon 
be man, angel, or of an fuperangelic nature, every 
thing that he has done is to be referred to the 
love of God, the original author of all, and to him 
all our gratitude and obedience is ultimately 
due. 

Far would I be from detra&ing from the merit 
of Chrift, or the value of his example, which I 
would endeavour to keep in view. But, as a ve- 
neration for him fhould be checked when it 
would lead us to afcribe to him divine honours $ 
fo, in any other refpeft, fhould we be careful how 
we give to him any part of that glory which bis God 
and Father will not give to another. 

Now Arians, befides placing Chrift in a de- 
partment which belongs to God only, when they 
make htm the creator of the world, afcribe too 
much to him, when they fuppofe, or feem to fup- 
pofe, that it was in confequence of his ownpropo- 
fal> that he became incarnate, and undertook the 
fcheme of our redemption. You, Sir, have not 
aflerted this. But what you fay on the fubjedtj 
has little force on any other idea. Having fpoken 
pf the "priftine dignity/* of Chrift, p. 153, and 

of 
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of his " degrading himfelf to the condition of a 
cc mortal man," you fay, tc This is an inftance of 
u benevolence to which we can conceive-no pa- 
K rallel. This is probably the admiration of an- 
«gels, &c." . . . 

Whatever might be the degradation of thu 
exalted Being, if it was done at the exprefs com- 
mand of God, which he muft have btcn fcnfible 
he had no right, or power, to difobey, there could 
be no greater merit in it, than in the obedience of a 
man to the known command of the fame Lord 
of all. To do this rtadily, and chearfully, is all 
the merit that created beings can pretend to. 

Our Saviour's own language never gives us 
any idea of his fervices to mankind, but as 
what he undertook in confequenCe of the cono^ 
mand of God ; as John vit, 28* Then cried 
Jefus in the temple, as be taught ^faring* ye both 
know me y and ye know whence I am* and I am not 
come of myfelfy but be that fent me is true, whom 
ye know not. Such is the uniform language of 
our Saviour, whenever he fpeaks of his miffion ; 
-and it fuggefts no other idea thaii that if any pro- 
phet having received a commiffion from God, 
and chearfully undertaking the execution of it. 

In the idea of the merit of Chrift's incarna- 
tion, as well as in other refpe&s, there is to6 
much of the proper trinfcarian doftrine in the 

H 4 fcheme 
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fcheme of Ariantfm, which rofe after it, and out of 
it. In ancient Arianifm there was no difference in 
the two fyftems but thai between a created and an 
uncreated logos. The office afiigned to them was the 
very fame. Modern Arians are by degrees drop- 
ping many ardcles in the ancient Arian creed ; 
but it appears to me that, in doing this, they make 
a fcheme much lefs confident with itlelf, with 
reafon, or with the fcriptures. 

I am, &<;. 



LETTER III. 

Of the Creation of Matter by the Father, and the 
. Formation of it by the Son, and other ConJidera r 
lions attending the Idea of a finite and imperfeSt 
Creator. 



DearTriemd, 

IT is another part of your hypothefis, that crea- 
tion out ef nothing is the prerogative of the Su- 
preme Being, and that Chrift only employed the 
matter, which he found already produced, in the 
cpnftru&ion of the world " The formation of 
* c this world by Chrift does not," you fay, p. 144, 
u imply creation from nothing i that probably be- 

" ing 
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u ing peculiar to almighty power, but only the 
* c arrangement of things into their prefent order, 
* c and the eftablifhment of this cqurfe of nature 
€€ to which we are witneffes." 

Now I do not fee why we fhould diftinguifh 
the provinces of the created creator r and of the un- 
created creator in this manner. What could matter 
be when it was firft produced out of nothing ? If 
it had the neceffary properties of matter, you 
muft fuppofe it to have been extended and impe- 
netrable. For you will fay that without thefe pro- 
perties matter would be nothing at all ; and if ic 
had impenetrability, it muft have had a firm co-* 
hefion of its parts, which implies a power of at^ 
traftion in the particles of which it confifts ; and 
if this frefti created matter did not immediately, 
coalefce into. one mafs, or if there were any pores 
in it, the particles of it muft have been endued 
jyith a repulfive> as well as an attractive power. 

Again, if matter, as firft produced, had necef- 
farily the powers of attraction and repulfion, why 
not all that variety of attractions and repulfions 
which conftitute all the different kinds of bodies f 
But if fimple attraction and repulfion only be 
admitted, we muft admit faint farm and arrange* 
went, and therefore we cannot confine the exer- 
tions of the Supreme Being to the mere creation 
of matter.. 

JJefides, 
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Befides, can any reafon be imagined why the 
feme great Being, who with infinite eafe produced 
matter itfelf, fhould not, with the fame eafe, have 
produced it with all that variety, and all that ar- 
rangement, which conftitute the vifible fyftem of 
tJie univerfe ? The whole muft have been equally 
eafy to almighty power ; and the uniformity of the 
fyftem would certainly be better fecured in this 
manner, than by committing it to the difcretion, 
and confequently to the indifcretion, of inferior, 
and therefore imperfect agents. To me, I own 
there appears fomething fo ftrange in the fuppo- 
fition of the Supreme Being having created mert 
matter, and of Chrift having made this mere mat- 
ter into a world, or worlds j it is fo deftitute of 
all probability either from appearances in nature, 
or the language of fcripture, that I can hardly 
think it deferves a ferious refutation* 

As to the language of the feriftures, it feems. 
to me to be abfolutely inconfiftent with this hypo- 
thefis. According to Mofes, the feme great Being 
who made the heavens and the earth, made alio 
the light, feparated the waters from the earth, and 
made all the plants and animals with which they 
are both furnifhed ; and no mention is made of 
any other Being concerned in the production of 
any thing, or in the government of the world,, 
when it was made, 

3 According 
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According to your hypothefis, the Supreme. 
Being made nothing more than the ear th, or dufttf 
the groundy as it is called (if his province extend* 
edeven fo far as that) but the perfon who actually 
formed man, and who made the difference of fexes* 
was Chrift. But how does this agree with what 
Chrift himfelf fays, Mark x. 6. From the begin- 
ning of the creation God made them, male and female. 
You do not fuppofe that by the term G^/, he 
here meant himfelf; nor will you fay, withChry* 
foftom, that Chrift did not chufe to intimate that 
himfelf was the maker of man, ( left it fhouldgive 
offence to the Jews. You muft, therefore, admiti 
that the fupreme Being is here fpoken of as the 
maker of the human race \ and fimilar to this is 
the uniform language of fcripture, fo that nothing 
can authorize us to depart from the plain fenfe 
of it. 

• The Pfalmift had no idea of any intermediate 
governor of the world when he fiid, Pf. civ. 21/ 
The young lions roar after their prey, and feek their 
meat from God; or our Saviour, when he faid, 
Matt. vi. 26. Behold the fowls of the air, for thy 
few not, neither do they reap, nor gather into barns, 
yet your heavenly Father feedeth them. 

There is another puzzling circumftance at- 
tending your hypothefis of a proper creation by 
the Father, and of the formation of things only 
t>y the Son, which is that part of the fcheme 

which 
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which relates . to fpirit. For befide material 
fubjtance, of which the earth, &c. confifts, you 
fuppofe that there is alfo a derived immaterial 
fubftance. Was this, as well as the former, created 
by the almighty power of the Father, and after- 
wards formed in ro angels, and the fouls of men, by 
Chrift ? This is a queftion that arifes from your 
general hypothefis, which requires to be confi- 
deredj and the difcuflion of which may occafion 
fome embarraffment to your fcheme. 

If the inftrumentality of Chrift in making the 
world was of the fame nature with that by which 
he raifed the dead, and worked his other mira^ 
. cles (as to which we are affured, that not himfelf, 
but the Father within him, did the works) there 
could be no occafion for a Being of power fupe- 
rior even to that of man. In this fenfe Adam, 
immediately after being created himfelf, might 
have been as good a creator as either your logos, 
or that of Dr. Clarke. But then this would be 
no proper inftrumentality at all, 

This kind of an intermediate creator cannot, 
therefore, befuppofed. He muft have had pow- 
ers equal to the work, and if, as you juftly ob- 
serve, all finite Beings attain pcrfe&ion by de- 
grees *, the. maker of this world muft firft have 

* u Do not all beings rife gradually, one acquifition laying 
" the foundation of another, and preparing the way for higher 
" acquisitions ? p. 147. 

produced 
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produced fomething lefs perf.ft. But what evi- 
dence is there of the exiftence of any fuch lefs 
perfeft production ? Shall we look for this firft 
ejfay at creation in a ftate of the earth prior to that 
of which Mofes gives us an account ? And when 
this earth fhall be deftroyed, will the maker of it 
be fo far improved by experience, as to be able to 
new model it into a better form, fo that the evils 
which, through want of fkill in the creator, could 
not be excluded at prefent, will be excluded here- 
after, t 

But though this finite creator fhould be evdr 
£0 much improved by obfervation and experience, 
ftill his work, being the production of an imper-^ 
fs£i being, muft be imperfedt ; and while ther.eign 
of Chrift continues, we can never hope to be un- 
der the conduft of a Being of infinite power, 
wifdom, and goodnefs, as long as we exift. 

Is it poffible that fuch a notion as. this, per- 
fectly confonant to the Arian hypothefis, fhould 
be contemplated with pleafure ? It gives me un- 
fpeakably more fitisfadtion to confider the pre- 
fent fyftem as the beft poffible ; being the imme- 
diate production of a Being of infinite wifdom, 
and that even the evils of which we complain are 
neceflary parts of this beft poffible conftitution 
of things. 

I am, &c. 
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LETTER IV. 

Confederations relating to the Origin and Hiftery of 
the Arian Dottrine. Of Cbrift not being the Ob- 
jeS of Prayer > and of the Claim of Afians to the 
Appellation #/ Unitarians* 

Dear Friend, 

VOU cannot fay that Chrift himftlf ever drop- 
pcd any hint that he was either the maker, or 
the governor of the world ; and, as I have argued 
at large, in my controverfy with Dr. Horfley, and 
in my Hifiory of early Opinions concerning Cbrift 9 
if the apoftles had, at any time, been informed of 
the truth of a doftrine, which they could never 
have learned from the fcriptures of the Old Tefta- 
ment (in which nothing is faid of the Meffiab being 
the maker of the worldj a doftrine of which they 
could have had no fufpicion from any tiling that 
they dbferved while they lived and converted 
with Chrift, we muft have perceived fome traces 
of it in their hiftory. It was a new idea, and of 
fuch great magnitude, and fodiftinguifhingly ho* 
nourable to their m after, compared with Mofes, 
or any of the preceding prophets, as muft have 
excited the greateft aftonifhment in both the 
friends and the enemies of chriftianity. 

It 
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It was an opinion at which the minds of all 
Jews muft have exceedingly revolted, and there- 
fore would have required to have been largely 1 
infilled upon, and copioufly defended, even much 
more than the do&rine of the admiflion of gen- 
tile converts into the chriftian church, without 
conformity to the inftitutions of Mofes; fo that, 
we (hould not have been left, as we now are, to 
infer this extraordinary do&rine from two or three 
expreffions in cafual epiftles. 

I have alfo fliewn that the doftrine of the fimple 
humanity of Chrift, how incredible foever you 
may think it makes the gofpel to be, was that 
alone which was received by the great body of 
the primitive chrifcians, both Jews and Gentiles. 
They were in pofleffion of the books of the New 
Teftament, and for their ufe they were written, 
and yet they faw in them no fuch dodtrine as that 
of the creation of the world by Chrift, or even that 
of his pre-exiftence. I have alfo proved (as I muft 
be allowed to fay till J fee it disproved) that the 
do&rine of the world being made by a created 
Being was (if we except the Gnoftics) abfolutely 
unknown in the 'chriftian church till the time of 
Arius. Alfo, the acknowledgments of Athana- 
ftus, and of all the orthodox Fathers of the church, 
imply nothing lefs than the general prevalence of 
the do&rine of xhtjimpk humanity of Chrift,- and' 
by no means that of his pre-exiftence, or fu- 
perangelic nature. How then can that be re- 
ceived 
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ccived as the do&rine of the fcriptures, which 
was nevef underftood to be fo> for fo long a 
period ? 

. I have likewife fliewn that, till the fame pe- 
riod, all the learned chriftians fuppofed that Chrift 
had a proper human foul y befidts the logos that 
was united to him, and that this logos (by which 
they fuppofed the world to have been made) had 
been an eflential attribute of God the Father, a 
fyftem fundamentally different from that of Aria- 
nifm. It muft therefore require the moft exprefs 
evidence from the fcriptures, to prove from them 
the truth of a doctrine unfupported by any ap- 
pearance in nature, and that was not difcovered 
to be contained in the fcriptures of the Old or 
New Teftament, till three hundred years after 
Chrift. 

Another part of the antient Arian hypothefisj 
viz. that of Chrift having been the perfon by 
whom the fupreme God had intercourfe with the 
Patriarchs, youdifclaim; juftly thinking it to be 
exprefsly contradi&ed in the firit verfe of the 
epiftle to the Hebrews. But the feparation of 
two fuch old and intimate friends, as this opinion, 
and that of Chrift having made the world, is, I 
think, not a little hazardous with refpeft to them 
both. And furely it might naturally be expedted, 
that if Chrift be that Being who made the world, 
who, of courfe, fupported it by his power, and who 

at 
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at length became incarnate in it, and died for it, 
he would be the proper medium of all the divine 
imercourfe with ir. Can it be fnppofed that the 
maker of men had nothing to do with them from 
their creation to the time of their redemption ? 

You alfo rejeft another part of the ancient 
Arian hypothefis concerning Chrift, viz. that he 
is the proper objeft of prayer. And yet it is fo 
natural that the maker and preferver of men, and 
of the world, fhould be the objeft of prayer, that, 
in my opinion, nothing could have prevented the 
pra&ice, but fome very exprefs prohibition to 
worOiip him, which we no where find in the fcrip- 
tures. It is only the idea of Chrift not being 
prefent with us, together with its . not being in 
his power to help us, that can make him, or any- 
other B^ing, not to be the proper objeft of prayer 
to us. For there cannot be any thing unreafonable 
in our afking of any Being a favour which it is in 
his power to grant, provided he be acceffible 
to us. 

You fay of the Father, p. 97, " There is no 
cc other Being concerning whom we have fuffi- 
<c cient reafon to think that he is continually pre- 
€t fent with us, and a witnefs to all our thoughts 
<c and defires. There is, therefore, no other Being 
€t to whom our prayers ought to be dire&ed." 
But furely the Being who made, and who pre-, 
fcrves us, he in whom all things conjft, whether 

I he 
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he be finite or infinite, muft always be prefent 
with us, and muft hatfe it in his power to grant 
all the petitions that we ever addrefs to God. 

It is (imply under the chara&er of God being 
the Lord our maker, that the fcriptures teach us 
to worjhip and bow down before him. Whatever 
Being, therefore, comes under the defcription of 
the Lord our maker, we are authorized to worfhip 
and bow down to him ; and as, according to you, 
Chrift is that Being, you muft be abundantly jufti- 
fied in making him the objeft of your prayers. 
To be the Lord our maker, and the object of 
prayer, are fo naturally and neceflarily conne&ed, 
that if, by any argument whatever, it can be 
proved that Chrift is either not the one, or not 
the other, it muft follow that he cannot be either 
of them. 

Moreover, all the ancient Arians allowed Chrift 
the appellation of God, and indeed you do the 
fame, when you apply to him what is faid of the 
logos in the intfoduftion to the gofpel of John. 
For that logos is exprefsly faid to be God, and 
has the attributes of the God defcribed by Mofes,- 
viz. the maker of all things that are made. It is, 1 
therefore, no fuch God, as Mofes himfelf is called 
with refpeft to Pharoah, or as any magiftrate may 
be' called. You make him to be a God both in 
name, and in fewer. It appears to me, therefore," 
not a little extraordinary, that you lhould claim 
3 ** 
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the title of unitarians, when all that you can with 
propriety fay is, that, though you acknowledge 
two Gods, one of them only is the objeft of prayer, 
and to be worihipped, and the other, though your 
maker, and conftant preferver, yet, for fome un- 
known reafon, is not the objeft of prayer, or to bfc 
worlhipped. 

Your definition of the word unitarian, Note, 
p. 69, appears to me to be quite arbitrary, and 
unneceffarily complex. " By unitarians," you fay, 
cc I mean thofe chriftians who believe there is 
cc but one God, and one object of religious wor- 
€C ihip i and that this one God is the Father only, 
c< and not a trinity, confiding of Father, Son, and 
cc Holy Ghoft. An unitarian, therefore," you 
add, " may, or may not, be a believer in Chrift'$ 
<c pre-exiftence." 

But I ftiould think that the only natural and 
fimple definition of an unitarian fhould be, a be* 
Uever in one God, or one perfon, properly entitled 
to the appellation of God, whether he was an ob- 
ject of religious worfhip, or not ; which is another 
and independent circumftance. If a perfon ftot 
concerned in this controverfy were afked to give 
his opinion, I fhould imagine that, if he mad« 
any addition to this definition, he would fay, that 
art unitarian was a believer in one God, or one Being 
tenanted in the creation and care of the world. And " 

I 2 f ven 
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even this is rifing higher in the definition of the 
powers of godhead than the antienc heathens, who 
were properly and profefledly polyiheifts, ever did. 

You fay, that cf an unitarian may, or may 
fc not, be a believer in Chrift's pre-exiftence," 
and very juftly, if you mean that he pre-exifted 
as an angel, or arch-angel, and if you can af- 
fign him any department fimilar to theirs. But 
I really cannot help confidering Arians as be- 
lieving in two Gods, while they hold that Chrift, 
though a created Being himfelf, had for his de- 
partment the formation of this world, the ad- 
juftmentof all the laws to which it is fubject, and 
of courfe the conftant care and government of the 
whole, fupporting it by the word of his power. And 
that the great Being to whom. this defcription be- 
longs fliould not be the objeft of prayer, is to me 
incomprehenfible. If I thought there really was 
any fuch derived Being, always prefent with me, 
who planned all the events of my life, and whofe 
power continually fupported me, 1 could hardly 
refift the impulfe to pray to him. 

■' Laftly, if according to your definition, the one 
God muft be the Father only, and they are not 
unitarians who do not make him the fole objefl: 
of religious worfhip, how will you clafs the Mo- 
ravians, who addrefs no prayers to him, but to the 
Son only ? Will you fay that they,are worfhip- 
• pers 
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pcrs of no God at all ? They might even be- 
come Arians, and continue their pradtice of pray- 
ing to Chrift only. All the antient Arians prayed 
to him, 

I am, &c. 



LETTER V. 

Of the Proof from the Scriptures of the Creation of 
the World by Chrift. 

Dear Friend, 
CURELY fuch an hypothefis as yours, viz. that 
of a great pre-exiftent created Being, the 
creator of this world, with all its connexions and de- 
pendencies, and yet not the objeft of prayer; a 
Being which, it muft be acknowledged, no ap- 
pearance in nature would ever have fuggefted to 
us, of which we have no account in any part of 
the Old Teftament (though we ar? there informed, 
concerning the creation of all things) an hypo- 
thefis which was unknown to all chriftians, learned 
and unlearned, till the time of Arius, requires 
fome very fatisfa&ory evidence \ and if all the 
proofs be from fcripture, thofe proofs ought to be 
very numerous, as well as very clear. You ought 
alfo to be able tp give fome good reafon why the 

I 3 fcrip- 
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fcriptures were not underftood to teach this ex- 
traordinary dodrine for fo many centuries, by 
thofe who muft have been the beft acquainted 
with the language in which they are written. 

Now there are not, in reality, more than two 
paflages, in which Chrift is, in any fenfe, faid to 
have created any thing, and thefe are not in any 
biftorical work, but only incidental expreflions 
in the epiftles of Paul, viz. Eph. iii. 9. who cre- 
ated all things by Jefus Chrift, and Col. viii. 16. 
by him were all things created, that are in heaven, 
and that are in earth ; vifible and invifible ; whe- 
ther they be thrones, or dominions, or principalities, 
or powers. All things were created by him, and for 
him, and he is before all things, and by him all things 
confifti and be is the head of the body the church, 
who if the beginning, the firft-born from the dead\ 
that in all things he might have the pre-eminence. 
For itpleafed the Father that in bimfhould allfulnefs 
dwell. And, having made peace through the Hood of 
bis crofs 9 by him to reconcile all things unto him f elf \ 
by him, I fay, whether they be things in earthy ov 
things in heaven. 

As to the introduction to the gofpel of John, 
it is not there faid that any thing was made by 
Chrift, but only by the logos, which we maintain 
to be the word, or power of God, which, as it were, 
refided in Chrift, to which he afcribed all th$ 
miracles that he. wrought, and which there can 

be 
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be no doubt did make all things. In Heb. i. a. 
it is not faid that the worlds, but that the ages were 
made by Chritl j fo that fomething muft be meant 
by the phrafe very different from proper creation. 

Without entering into a large examination of 
the two paffages above-mentioned, in which crea- 
tion, in feme fenie or other, is afcribed to Chrift, 
I would only obferve that neither the earth, nor 
the fun, moon, or ftars, nor any material fub- 
ftance, is fpecified among the things created by 
him. In the former it is all things* in general^ 
which is quite indefinite ; and in the latter, in which 
the things created by him are enumerated, wje 
only find thrones, dominions, &V. by the creation of 
which may be intended fome exercife of that 
power, and authority, which were given to Chrift 
after his refurreftion. 

That this was the whole meaning of the apoftle 
is pretty evident from two circumftances ; firft, 
that this enumeration of things created by him, 
and confifting in him, clofes with the mention of 
his being the head of the body the church, as if that 
was intended to comprehend all the preceding 
particulars* Secondly* as in the former part of 
the paffage, all things that are, in heaven and 
earth, vifible and invifible, are laid to be created by 
Chriftj in the latter part of it all things in heaven 
and in earth, are faid to be reconciled by him; fo 
ithatthofe two expreflions created zxArecotuiUd, may 

I 4 well 
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well be fuppofed to be fynonymous to each other, 
and to be defcriptive of the new creation, or renova- 
tion of the world by chriftianity. And this is the 
more probable, from the apoftie's enlarging on 
this idea in the verfcs immediately following thofe 
quoted above, And you, that were fometimes alienat- 
ed, and enemies in your minds, by wicked works, yet 
now hath be reconciled, fcfr. 

Had the term creation never been applied in 
the fcriptures to any thing but the creation of ma- 
terial things, there would have been fome plaufi- 
bility in your argument from thefe two texts. But 
you know it is very ufual with the facred writers to 
defcribe the renovation of things by this term, and 
efpecially that great and happy change in the fyf- 
tern of human affairs which was brought about by 
the gofpel. This ufe of the term creation in the 
New Teftament feems to have been borrowed 
from the fame ufe of it in the Old, and efpecially > 
in If. lxv. 17, For behold I create new heavens and 
a new earth j and the former Jball not be remembered, 
nor come into mind. But be ye glad, and rejoice for 
over in that which 1 create. For behold I create 
Jerufalem a rejoicing, and her people a joy. In this 
figurative language, it is evident, that the prophet 
defcribes the new and happy ftate of things, which 
is to take place* iff the latter days, when the Jews 
will be reftored to their own country, and Jeru- 
falem, here faid tQ be created* will be rebuilt, with 
great fplendor. 

Tfcqe 
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There arc a variety of.paffages in which the 
term creation is evidently ufed in this fecondary 
fenfe in the New Teftament, as 2 Cor. v. 17. If 
-any one he in Chrift be is a new creature. Gal. vi. 15* 
In Cbriji Jefus neither circumcifion availetb any 
things nor uncircumcijion^ hut a new creature. Eph. 
ii. 10. i¥e art his workman/hip, created in Chrift 
Jefus unto good works. 

The very fame word which is ufed when things 
are faid to be created by Chrift, is even applied to 
human inftitutions $ as in 1 Pet. ii. 3. fubmit your- 
f elves to every ordinance of man (now avSpwxm *7«r«) 
every creation of mart \ and it is remarkable that the 
creation which is afcribed to Chrift in the epiftle 
to the Colloflians, is of the fame nature with this 
which is here afcribed to men, viz. that of domi- 
nions, principalities, and powers. 

. Now fince it is moft evident that the term crea- 
tion is ufed in two fenfes, the one literal, and the 
pther figurative, you ought not to determine the 
application of it, in any particular paffage, to 
either of them, without a reafon. And fince, the 
creation of the heavens and^ the earth, whenever 
they are exprefsly mentioned, is conftantly af- 
cribed to God the Father \ and the figurative crea- 
tion only, where that is evidently intended, to 
Chrift, we are certainly not authorized to afcribe 
to him any other creation than the latter, in any 
paffage in which the exprefTion is indefinite. . \{ 

this 
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this be not a natural and juft rule ofintcrprctation, 
I am not acquainted with any that ought to be 
called fuch ; and this clearly gives the creation of 
die world to the Father, and not to Chrift. 

After reciting thofe paffages which you think 
prove that the apoitles confidered Chrift a£ the 
maker of the world, b,ut without any notice of 
the Socinian interpretations of them, you fay, 
Note, p. 141, " It is a circumftance a little dif- 
«* couraging, in reciting this evidence from fcrip- 
<c ture, that fome modern Socinians would not be 
cc convinced by it, were it ever fo clear and dc- 
u cifive." Then, mentioning my name with a 
degree of refpeft to which I cannot think myfclf 
entitled, you fay, " he intimates that had this 
<c been the opinion of the apoftles, we fhould not 
<c be bound to receive it." 

Now, unlefs you believe the plenary and uni- 
verfal infpiration of the apoftles, which you will 
not pretend to do, I do not fee why you fhould 
be at all ftaggered at this. Suppofe any of the 
apoftles had incidently fpoken of the fun and 
ftars revolving round the earth (which, if they had 
given any opinion on the fubjeft, they probably 
would) fhould you have fubferibed to it ? You 
would have faid, that fuch an opinion had no con- 
nexion with their proper commiflion. Shew then 
the necejfary connexion (for of imaginary and remote 
connexions there is no end) between any thing 

in, 
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in, or belonging to, the commiffion of the apof- 
tles, Go y and teach all nations, fcf c. and the do&rine 
of the making of the world by Chrift. It certainly 
was not necejfary that he who came to redeem the 
world (whatever you mean by that term) (hould 
have created it alfo. 

As I have obferved before, you cannot fay that 
Chrift himfelf ever dropped the mod diftanc 
hint of his having been the maker of the world. 
Nay, the contrary, as I have fhewn, is implied in 
what he faid. We ought therefore, to have very 
good and clear evidence, to think that the apof- 
tles meant not only to advance fo much above 
what had been taught by their mafter, but really 
to teach a contrary do&rinc. 

Had I been living in the age of the apoftles, 
and heard any of them advance fuch an opinion, 
I think I ihould have taken the liberty to a(k 
their authority for it. The Jews, who looked 
to the prophets for the chara&er and office of the 
Meffiah, where they faw nothing of the kind, 
might well have faid to any of them who (hould 
have taught fuch a dodtrine as this, though bringefi 

ftrange things to our ears. That fuch a remark 
does not appear to have been made, amounts, in 
my opinion, to a proof that no fuch doftrine was 

"taught. 

I am, &e. 
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LETTER VI. 

Of the Argument for the pre-exiftent Dignity of 
Cbrift from his working Miracles. 

Dear Friend, 

I Shall now drop the confideration of Chrifl: hav- 
ing been the creator of the world, and attend 
to what you have faid of his pre-exiftent dignity in 
general. Among other proofs of this, you fay, 
p. 125, " the hiftory of our Saviour as given in the 
€€ New Teftament, and the events of his life and 
" miniftry, anfwer beft to the opinion of the fu- 
cc periority of his nature," and among other parti- 
culars, you enumerate " the wifdom which dif- 
cc covered itfelf in his doftrine, and by which he 
<f fpake as never man fpake, that knowledge of 
" the hearts of men, by which he could fpeak to 
" their thoughts, as we do to one another's words, 
" and thofe miraculous powers by which, with a 
cc command over nature like that which firft pro- 
" duced it, he ordered tempefts to ceafe, and gave 
<f eyes to the blind, limbs to the maimed, reafon 
" to the frantic, health to the fick, and life to the 
"dead." 

Thefe 
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Thefe inftances of wifdom and power would 
indeed be a proof of a nature fuperior to man, if 
in any proper fenfe, this wifdom and power could 
be faid to be his own, or to belong to him, as the 
powers of walking and fpeaking belong to men in 
general, powers which we can exert whenever we 
pleafe. But the reverfe of this is moft clearly 
afferted by our Lord himfelf, Johnxiv. 10. The 
words that-1 /peak unto you Ifpeak not of my f elf, 
but the Father, that dwelletb in me, be doth the 
works. 

This'is indeed fully acknowledged, by yourfelf^ 
in your Sermon on the refur reft ion of Lazarus , 
where you fay, p. 331, " the manner in which he 
" referred his miracles to the will and power of ' 
cc God, requires our attention. After the ftone 
<f was taken away, he made, we are told, a folemn 
" addrefs to Gods and lifting up his eyes faid, 
<f Father, I thank thee that thou haft heard me. 
" This implies that his ability to work his mi- 
" racks was the confequence of his having prayed 
<c for it. Throughout his whole miniftry, he wa$ 
c * careful to direft the regards of men to the deity, 
" as the fountain of all his powers. His language 
" was, the Father who dwelletb in me, be doth the 
" works. lean of my own felf do nothing. I tame 
" to do the will of him that fent me" This is very 
ingenuous, but furely not very confiftent with your 
inferring the fuper-fcuman nature of Chrift from 
his miracles, which, according to your own ac- 
count, 
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count, might have been wrought by any man, 
equally aided by God. 

The perfbns who faw the miracles of Chrift, 
and who niuft have been as good judges in the 
cafe as we can pretend to be, never inferred from 
them that he was, in himfelf, of a nature fuperior 
to man, but only that God was with bim, and a&ed" 
by him, as he had done by Mofes. Among others* 
Nicodemus fays, John iii. 2. Rabbi, we know that 
thou art a teacher come from God. For no man 
can do tbeje miracles that thou doft, except God be 
with bim. After he had cured a perfon fick of 
the palfy at Capernaum, we read, Matt. ix. 8. 
When the multitude jaw it, they marvelled, and glo- 
rified God, who had given Jucb power unto men. Af- 
ter the cure of the demoniac, on the defcent of 
Chrift from the mount of transfiguration, Luke ix. 
43. it is faid, they were all amazed at the mighty 
power of God. And after his railing the widow's 
ion to life, it is faid, Luke vii. 16. And there came 
a fear on all, and they glorified God, faying, that a 
great prophet is rifen up among *j, and that God bad 
vifited bis people, 9 ' meaning, no doubt, as he had 
done the Ifraelites in Egypt, by fending Mofes 
to them. 

Befides, I do not fee how your argument for the 
luperior nature of Chrift from his miracles is con- 
fident with what you fay, Note, p. 140, of the 
fufpenfion of hit powers. « c That humiliation of 

" Chrift, 
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€€ Chrift, and fufpenfion of his powers, which is 
Cf implied in his being made a man, and growing 
u up from infancy to mature age, fubjedt to all 
" our wants and forrows, is indeed, as to the man- 
** ner of it, entirely incomprehenfible to us." 

But perhaps your idea was, that his natural 
powers were fufpended only from the time of his 
incarnation to that of his public miniftry ; when 
the full exercife of them was reftored to him, fo 
that he wrought his miracles with no more parti- 
cular affiftance than I have in writing this book* 
But fuch a temporary fufpenfion and reftoration of 
his powers is a mere arbitrary fuppofition, without 
any foundation in the hirtory, or rather in contra- 
diction to all thofe paffages that imply the imme- 
diate agency of the Father in the miracles of 
Chrift. There is alfo, in this cafe, a difficulty 
which I have mentioned before, and to which you 
do not feem to have given fufficient attention, viz, 
that in this interval of thirty years, the govern- 
ment of the world was in different hands, and yet 
without any change being, I prefume, perceived 
in die conduct of it. 

I am, &c. 
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LETTER. VII. 

Of the Argument for the pre-exiftent Dignity ofCbrifl, 
from bis being fuppofed to bave raifed bimf elf from 
tbe Beady and from bis Voluntarily difmiffing bis 
Spirit when be died. 

Dear Friend, 

" A NOTHER fd&9 " you fay * p ' |28> " ° f ^ 

€C fame kind" (viz. which proves his nature 
to be fuperior to that of man) cc in his railing 
€< himfelf from the dead. This he feems to have 
" intimated, when he fays to the Jews, Dejircy ibis 
u temple, and in three days I will raife it up again. 
€C But more exprefsly in Johnx. 17, 18.. There- 
of ore dotb my Father love me, becaufe I lay down my 
" life that I may take it again. No one taketb it 
"from me, but I lay it down of my f elf. I bave 
" power to lay it down, and I. bave power to take it 
c< again. This commandment bave I received of my 
" Father. In all other places God is faid to have 
« raifed Chrift from the dead 5 and thefe words 
€€ inform us how this is to be underftood. God 
" raifed Chrift from the dead by giving him a 
<c power to raife himfelf from the dead, and not 
cc only himfelf, but all the world." 

But 
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But can you fuppofe that, if every thing which 
exceeded the power of an ordinary man, that was 
feemhgly done by Chrift, was not really done by 
him, but by God who was with him, while he was 
alive, the cafe was not the fame with every thing 
that refpefted him when he was dead? Or can 
you imagine that, if the apoftles had underftood x 
him to mean what you do, in the expreffions 
above quoted, they would not have made the 
greateft account- of the circumftance, and have 
expreflecl it in the cleared terms after bis re- 
furreffion, as a proof of his pre-exiftent dignity, 
and fuperior nature ? But, as you acknowledge, 
Cf in all other places God is faid to have raifed 
" Chrift from the dead ;" and though the refurrec- 
' tion of Chrift is frequently mentioned by them, 
there does not occur a finglcexpreffion, in all their 
preaching or writing, that, by any mode of con- 
fbruttion, can be interpreted into an intimation, 
that they had the idea of his having raifed himfelf 
from the dead. It is' plain, therefore, that his 
difciples did not underftand him to mean what 
you do in the expreffions you have quoted. 

Befides, the expreffions which you have quoted, 
eafily admit of another interpretation \ whereas, 
in the numberlefs paflages in which God is faid to 
have raifed Chrift from the dead, the language is 
plain, fo as to give no fufpicion of one thing being 
faid, and another thing being intended. And 
furely we ought to interpret what is lefs intelligible 
K 'by 
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by what is more fo, and not that which is more 
intelligible by that which is lefs fo, which is the 
rtale which you have followed. 

But let us interpret the language that Chrift 
ufed by itfelf. He fays / have power to lay dbwn 
my life, and / have power to take it again. If 
therefore the latter power was voluntary, and 
exerted at his own pleafure, fo was the former. 
But did Chrift die, that is, expire on the crofs, by 
any proper a£t of his own, and not as the natu- 
ral confequence of his crucifixion ? This is very 
far from any thing that is faid, or that is inti- 
mated, by the hiftoriansj and if it had been the 
faft, would have reflefted the greateft difhonour 
upon him, and muft have had a very bad efleft 
with refpeft to his example in fufferingi as it 
would have been faid, that he exerted a power to 
to fhorten his fufferings, of which his follpwers 
were not poflcfled. An$i the natural fijfpicion 
would have been, that by the fame power by which 
he fhortened his fufferings (putting a period to 
his own life, and thereby certainly authorizing 
foicide) he prevented the natural efFeft of fcpurg- 
ijig and crucifixion, fo as to have felt no pain at 
, all in the whole pf the tranfa&ion. Far be fych 
thoughts as thefe from tfrpfe whp profefs to refpeft 
4nd honour Chrift, as the author of tfoir faith, mi. 
the pattern they propofe to follow. 

Y<ra' 
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*¥bu feem, however, to have adopted this idea 
of Chrift having voluntarily difmifed his fpirit> 
ftrange a* it appears to me, equally difhohourable 
to Chrift, and unfriendly to the gofpeh For you 
fay, Note, p. 126, <c After hanging on the croft 
,c a fufficient time,- and crying with a loud voice 
<c it is finijbedy he bowed his head, and difmifled 
€C his fpirit (*op*8«w to imui**). This was dying 
"as no one ever died, and verified his declara^ 
" tion, that no one took his life from him, but 
c< that he gave it up of himfelf." 

On this fubjeft, which is of fome importance* 
I wifh to make a few observations* 

1. Had it been the real opinion of the writers 
of the gofpel hiftory, that Chrift voluntarily dif* 
miffed his own fpirit, and did not die as other 
men do, by the exhaufting of what may be called, 
the vital powers , they would all of them, have ex* 
prefled thcmfelves fo clearly, as to have put the 
matter out of doubt. The thing was fo new* 
and fo extraordinary, that none of them would 
have contented himfelf with defcribing the fa<3r f 
in fuch language as could have led any one to 
conclude that he might have died as other men 
did. But both Mark and Luke, defcribing the 
death of Chrift, limply fay tlvxmot, be expired, or 
breathed bis laft, though Matthew fays, apwro 
«v«tf«S and John! whom you quote, fays, mafttom *» 
vmpa* 

Ka 2. Had 
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2. Had you looked into Wctftein on Mat. xxvii. 
49. you would have found four examples of natural 
deaths being defcribed by heathen writers, in the 
-feme manner as the death of Chrift is defcribed 
by Matthew and John. Euripides ufes the very 
feme phrafe with Matthew apm ro mupa. In two 
of iElian, and one of Herodotus, we have a$w* tw 
4*xw. In the Sepuagint, Gen. xxxv. 18. the death 
of Rachel is defcribed in the fame manner, sv t» 
afmcu auhtv mv ^xw, literally when fie difmijfed her 

foul? How then can any ftrefs be laid on this 
phraftology ? How does it prove that no one 
died as Chrift did ? 

3. I would farther obferve, that if the con- 
nexion between the body and foul of Chrift was 
of the fame nature with that which fubfifts be- 
tween the bodies and fouls of other men (and 
as his pre-exiftent fpirit is fuppofed to have fup- 
plied the place of a proper human foul, one 
would imagine that the connexion muft have been 
of the fame nature) its agency upon the body 
muft, according to your idea, have ceafed at 
death. 

On the whole, therefore, we are abundantly au- 
thorized to interpret the very few expreffions, on 
which you lay fo much ftrefs, agreeable to the 
plain and uniform tenor of fcripture (according 
to which Chrift was raifed from the dead by the 
power of God his Father, and not by any pbwer 

of 
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of his own) as only importing his voluntary ac- 
ceptance of the part that he adted in life, with 9, 
view to the reward that he was to have for it, vo- 
luntarily fubmitting to be put to death, in order 
to be raifed again. And I conclude, that what he 
faidof no man having power So take bis life from 
bim 9 is belt explained by his declaration, that he 
could .have prayed to the Father, who would have 
fent him legions of angels to refcue him, and not; 
by his manner of expiring on the crofs, 

Strefs has been laid on the circumftance of 
Chrift crying with a hud voice immediately before 
he expired, and on Pilate's wondering that he 
fhould have been fo foon dead. But what Chrift 
had prtvioufly fuffered in his agony in the garden 
fhould be taken into confideration. Such diftrefs 
of mind as he mull have felt (probably through 
a great part of the night, which he pafled without 
fleep) and which produced great drops of fweat 
falling to* the ground (even though they fhould be 
fuppofed not to have been drops of blood) muft 
have exhaufted him very much. Such terror of 
mind as this has been known, of itfelf, to occafion 
death. No wonder then, that Chrift was not ^ble 
to carry his crofs, and that he expired before the 
two thieves. As to the loudness of bis cry, nothing 
is more common than great exertions of any kind 
before death, and they contribute to haften death, 
by exhaufting the vital powers, 

K3 When 
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When you fhall have confidered all thefe citv 
cumftances, I flatter myfelf that you will fee fuffi- 
dent reafon to be fatisficd that Chrift did not ac> 
celerate his own death. To think that he died 
naturally, and as other men do, in and by torture, 
is infinitely more honourable to him, and more 
favourable to chriftianity, though lefs favourable 
to your petuliar opinion concerning the pre- 
exiftent dignity of his nature. And if the phrafe 
power to take away bis life % does not mean a vo- 
luntary power of putting an end to it,. the corre- 
sponding phrafe ptmtr to take it again, cannot be 
conftrued to imply a power of raifipg himfelf 
from the dead, 

I am, &c f 
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LETTER VIII. 

Of the Argument for the pre-toiftent Dignity of 
Cbrift from particular Paffages of Scripture fup- 
poftd to affert* or to imply it. 

Dear Fri eko, 

T Am rather furpriz*d that you fh6uld lay any 
ftrefs on Chrilt's praying for the glory which 
he had with God before the W6 fid was , p. 133, when 
this is fo' naturally interpreted of the glory that 
Was intended him before the .tforid was!. This 
glory was evidently the reward of what he did in 
the worldy and not of ahy thing that he did befdre 
he came into it. John xVii. 4. / bdvi glorified thee 
oh (he earthy 1 bavefinijhed the work itiftich fjbou 
gavejl me to do. Andnow^ V father, gloftfy ihoU me 
with thine own f elf with the glory Hifhicb lbadfyitk 
thee before the world wits. 

' ."It. : 

Befides, how unnatural riiuft it fee to ibpp&fe 
that Chrift could have any bccafioh to pttf M k 
degree of glory of which he waSpoifeffed before he 
came into the world, when the part that he had, 
a&ed in it woul4 naturally entitle him to fottic^ 
thing more, A>s we are affurfcd h<* was exalted, & 



136 LETTERS TO 

no doubt, he knew the divine intention, and may 
be fuppofed to have had that exaltation in view in 
the glory for which he prayed. 

If we muft interpret the language of fcripture 
in an abfolutely literal manner, we muft admit, 3s 
I have fhewn in fome of the former letters, not 
only that Chrift exifled> but alfo that he vrasjfain 
before the foundation of the world ; and not only 
that be had glory, but alfo that we had glory witfr 
.him before the world began. 

You make it an argumpnt for the pre-exiftenf 
dignity of Chrift, p. 136, that Paul fays, 2 Cor. 
yiii. 9. Te know the grace of our Lord Jefus Cbrijt, 
that though he was rich », yet for pur fakes be became 
fpor, that we through bis poverty might he made 
rlfb. ' f c When," you fay, i€ did our Lord poffefs 
" .riches ? when did he exchange ricjies for poverty, 
cc in order to make us rich ? In this world, he 
" ]vas always poor and perfecuted." But may not 
a man be faid to be rich, who has the power pf 
being fi>, or is fuppofed to have that power ? Now 
Martha fays. to Chrift, Johnxi. 22. / know that 
ev t en now % whatsoever thou wilt ajk of God % God will 
'gjive it thee 1 and Jie himfelf faid, when he was ap- 
prehended, that he could haye prayed to his Fa- 
ther, and that thereupon he would have fent hint 
legions of angels to refcue him. Was not this to be 
r t ifb, and powerful ? And might not his declining 

the 
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tfoe a&ual poffefliofl of riches, and power, wl^cfe 
wpe within his reac.fr, be -called his becoming porl 

But you fay, . < c In my opinion, the moft decifive 
" text of all is that in PhiL ii. 5. Let the farm 
• <c mind be in you that was in Chrift , who" as you 
properly tranflate it " &?/>/£ j* the for tp ofGody did 
" #0/ covet to be honoured as God ; but made him/elf of 
<f no reputation^ and took upon him the form of afer- 
€< vanty. and was made in the likenefs of men. And 
? l being found in fajhion as a man y be humbled himfetK 
"and became obedient unto death, even the death of 
c< the crpfs ? Wherefore God hath afo highly exalted 
." him, and given him a name which is above every 
"name*, that at the name of J^fus. every kneejhouti 
s^boWy of things in tyaven, and things in earth, and 
" things under, tty earth y and that every ;oqgue 
"Jbould confefs thflt Jefus Chrift is Lor d* to the 
_5< glory of 'God the father." 

After reciting the Socinian interpretation of this 
paffage, you add, p* 138,-" It is natural to aflc, 
M here, when, did Chrift diveft himfelf of the power 
." of working miracles ? The goipej Jhiftory tells 
V us that he retained it to the laft,;aiid thaf he wats 
ff never more diftinguifhed than when, at his cru- 
?' cifixion, the earth fhook, the rocks were lplit, 
? c .and the fun was darkened. Indeed, the turn 
f c and ftrufture of this paflage are fuch, that I find 
- tf it impoffible not to believe, that the humiliation 
5* of Chrift, which St. Paul had in view, was not 

"his 
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* his exchanging one condition on earth for an- 

* other, but hi* exchanging the glory he had with 
" God before the world was, for the condition of 
u a man, and leaving that gtdry to encounter the 

* difficulties of htlman life, and to fuffer and dife 
u 6n the crofs. This was in truth, an eVjent 
•* Worthy to be held forth to the admiration of 
« chriftians." 

Indeed, had fuch an extraordinary erent as thii 
f *eally taken place, it certainly would have been 
aflerted with unequivocal clearnefs, have been fre- 
quently repeated, and have been dwelt upon, as its 
importance required. But becaufe it is ho where 
clearly ajferted, and much left dwelt upon by the fa- 
ired writers, I cannot perfuade myfelf that Any 
lueh thing ever todk place. Far whatever you 
fhay infer froth this paflage, the apoftle neither 
here, nor elfewhere, plainly Jays that Chrift exifted 
before he was born in this world. 

- Whatever be meant by the phrafe the form df 
God, whether the pbwir of Working miracles* or 
any thing elfe, We ire not told that he Was pot. 
fcffed of it before his binb. To affirm that ht 
Was, is not interpreting fcripturt, 1 but adding to it. 
And as the fame exaltation of Chrift, which yenft 
ftiake to be the reward of this degradation, is al- 
ways faid to have been the reward of his fuffcritig 
df death; we aire, in my opinion, abundantly aii- 
flicirifed to conclude, that thefe two circumitances^ 

which 
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which had the fame confoquettce^ were the &hi<5 
things, let the terms in which they are isprfrfffed 
be ever fo different. 

You afk, « When did, Chfift diveft himfelf of 
"the power of Working miracles ?" I anfwer* 
that he ceafed to exert this power (which, to all 
the purpofes of the prefeat.queftion, is the fame 
" thing with divefting himfelf of it) when he volun- 
tarily yielded himfelf up into the power of his 
enemies ; though, as he aflure* us/he might have 
prayed to the Father, and he would have* fent 
legions of angels to refcue him Out of their hand*. 
Arid however his death was diftingmfhed by mi- 
racles, which God thought proper to work for 
that purpofe, it does not appear that he hinjfelf 
was in the fmalleft degree inftrumental in work- 
ing them; and they did not fave him from death* 
or alleviate his fufferings in the lcaft. 

Cortfidering the amazing difference between 
the appearance of Jefus when ftilling the waves 
of the fea, giving fight to the blind, and raffing 
the dead, and that of the fame perfon in the hands 
of his enemies, and hanging on a croft.; furely 
it is not too much to defcribe the former, by 
faying, that Be was in the form of God i atfd the 
latter by fayrng be was in the form of afiam * cru- 
cifixion being the death td which flave* Were 
jafually pur. I therefore fee no rcafon to be <Jif* 
* fatisfied 
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fatisfied with the interpretation which the Soci- 
nians ufually put upoo this celebrated text; nor 
do I think it to be in the leaft degree favourable 
to the Arian hypothecs, 

.. : I am, &c. 



LETTER IX. 

Of the Argument for the fuperior nature of drift 
from bisraifing the Dead, and judging the World 

Dear Friend, 

I Now come to the confideration of two circum- 
stances, on which you have laid very great 
ftrefs, as inconteftably proving that Chrift muft 
have had powers fuperior to thofe of man, and 
eonfequently have been of a nature fuperior to 
that of man ; I mean his being deftined to raife 
the dead y and judge the world at the laft day. On 
this fubjeft you exprefs yourfelf with peculiar 
energy, and an air of triumph. 

cc The fcriptures," you fay, p. 146, " tell us 
c< that Chrift, after his refurreftion, became Lord 
**of the dead and living, that he had all power 
" given him in heaven and in earth, that angels 
...,;' "were 
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f c were made fubjeft to him, and that he is here- 
cc after to raife all the dead, to judge the world/ 
" and to finifh the fcheme of the divine moral 
? c government with refpeft to this earth, by con- 
• c< ferring eternal happinefs on all the virtuous, and 
** punilhing the wicked with everlafting dcftruc- 
" tion.— -Confider whether fuch an elevation of a 
cc mere man is credible^ or even poffible. Can it 
cc be believed that a mere man could be advanced 
" at once fo high, as to be above angels, and to 
c< be qualified to rule and judge, this wtirld ? Does 
cc not this contradidt all that we fee, or can con- 
" ceive, of the order of God's works ? Do not 
* c all beings rife gradually, one acquifition laying 
<c the foundation of another, and preparing for 
* € higher- acquifitions ? What would you think, 
€< were you told that a child juft born, inftead of 
u growing like all other human creatures, had 
< c * itarted at once to complete manhood, and. the 
"government of an empire.. This is nothing to 
" the fad I am confidering. The power, in parti- 
u cular, which the fcriptures teach us that Chrift 
"poffeffes, of railing to life all who have died, 
<c and all who will die, is equivalent to the power 
" of creating a world. How inconfiftent is it to 
€€ allow to him one of thofe powers, and at the 
U fame time to queftion whether he could have 
cc poffeflcd the other ?— to allow that he is to re- 
cf ftbre and new create this world, arid yet to deny 
u that he might have been God's agent in prigi- 
cc nally forming it?" 

I was 



i 
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I was not willing to abridge any part of thii 
fine paflage, to ftew that I am not afraid to meet 
the full force of your argument. T fhall noty 
however, attempt to anfwer this piece of eloquence 
(far fuch it is) by a fimilar one. In that I (hould 
fail. But I (hall take the liberty to analyze it, 
and interpret one fcripture expreflion by another. 
Now, there are but two particulars of much confe- 
quence, in which the great power and prerogative 
of Chrift are here faid to confift s one is that oiraif- 
ing the dead, and the other that of judging the world* 

As to the former, you will hardly fay that Chrift 
will hereafter raife the. dead by any other power 
than that by which he raifed them when he was 
on earth •, and this, you have acknowledged, not 
to have been by any power prbperly his own, but 
that of his Father, who was in him, or a&ed by 
him. And in the fame manner you cannot deny, 
both that he was in, or a&ed by, other mere men. 
For feme of the old prophets raifed the dead be- 
fore Chrift, as did the apoftles after him. From 
this circumftancc, therefore, we are not obliged 
to infer that Chrift was of a nature fuperior to 
that of man. 

Chrift is aifo faid to judge the world. But 
whatever knowledge may be requifite to his doing 
this, may be as eafily imparted by God, as the 
power of railing the dead j though when you fay 
that his qualifications for discharging this office 

were 
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were acquired fuddenly y you overlook the long 
interval between bis afcenfion and his feeppd 
coming, in which you cannot fuppofe that he is 
doing and learning nothing. 

However, if we' interpret the fcriptures by 
themfelves, you muft acknowledge that this of- 
fice of judging the world, in whatever it confifts, 
and in whatever manner it be difchaj^ed, i$ no 
more peculiar to Chrift than that of raifing the 
dead. Our Saviour himfelf fays, Matt. xix. 28. 
Verily I fay unto you, that ye who have followed m$ 
in the regeneration, when the f on of man Jb all fit m 
the throne of bis glory, ye alfo /hall Jit upon twelve 
thrones j judging the twelve tribes of Ifrael. And 
the apoftle Paul fays, 1 Cor. vi. 2. Do ye not know 
that the faints /hall judge the worlds-Know ye not 
that we /hall judge angels? Whatever fuperiority 
to angels is ever faid to be given to Chrift, is 
here fufficiendy intimated to be given to all chrif. 
tians. For the perfon judging is certainly fuperior 
to the perfon judged. 

9 You may fay, that we are to underftand the 
term judging literally with refpeft to Chrift, bpf 
figuratively with refpedt to his difciples. But 
this is quire arbitrary, and unauthorized. Judg- 
ing the world, therefore, is no proof of a nature 
fuperior to that of man. Nay, fo far is this bq- 
. finefs of judging from being confidered as ft propf 
of a fupirior nature, that our Saviour hjmfeif re- 
3 prefents 
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prcfents it as peculiarly proper to him as a man. 
John y. 27. And hath given him authority to execute 
judgment alfo, becauje be is <tbe fen of man. Not fo 
the Arian will fay, but becaufe he is the/on of God, 
and was fo before all worlds. But this is being 
wife above what is written. 

In this manner it is eafily fhewn, that, whatever 
glory, or power, is attributed to Chrift in the fcrip- 
tures, the fame in kind, if not in degree, is afcribed 
to all his difciples, and efpecially his apoftles. 
Indeed, this is fully afferted in general, but very 
ttpreflive terms, by our Saviour himfelf, in his 
laftfolemn prayer, in which he fays, John xvii. 22.. 
And the glory which thou gavejl me, I have given 
tbem> that they may be cne> as we are one. The 
apoftle Paul alfo fays, Rom. viii. 17. And if chil- 
dren then heirs, heirs of God r and joint heirs with 
Cbrijl; iffo be that we fuffer with him, that we may 
he glorified together. From this it is impoffibleto 
coiled: any idea of difference, except in precedence, 
of Beings of the fame rank. On this idea Chrift 
is ftiled our elder brother. But how could he be 
confidered as our brother, if he was our maker ? 
The difference would be far too great to admit 
of any fuch comparifon 

Thus, I imagine, I have in fome meafure an- 
fwered your demand, in the Note, p. 130, in 
which, after exhibiting what may be called the low 
Socinianf theme, "which alone/' you fay, "is ten- 
able," 
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" able,'* you add, " The confluence of thus low- 
<c ering Chrift before his death, is theneceflity of 
€C lowering him likewife fince his death. And 1 
c< accordingly this able writer, whofe candour ap- 
c< pears to be fuch as will not fuffer him to evade 
" any fair inference from liis opinions, has far- 
cc ther intimated, that Chrift-s judging the world 
w may mean lefs than is commonly believed, and 
* c perhaps the fame that is meant, 1 Cor. vi. 2. 
" cc where it is faid that the faints are to judge the 
€€ world. I hope that fome time or oi;her he will 
" have the goodnefs to oblige the public by ex- 
cc plaining himfelf on this fubjeft; and when he 
cc does, I hope he will farther fhew how much 
u lefs than is commonly believed we are to tin- 
" derftand by Chrift's raifing the world from the 
« dead." 

If by Chrift's raifing men from the dead here-, 
after, you underftand a raifing them by a power 
different from that by which he raifed them here, 
viz, a power that may, in any proper fenfe, be 
called bis own % which you fometimes feem to ap- 
prehend, and which indeed your argument re- 
quires, my idea of it is very different from yours. 
But then I think you will not eafily find any au- 
thority for your opinion in the fcriptures. 

. There muft always be grpat uncertainty in the 
interpretation of prophecies not yet fulfilled* We 

L cannot 
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cannot, therefore, expedt to underftand what is 
meant by the phrafe judging the world byCbrift, or 
by the faints \ but it is very poffible that it may be 
fomething very different from what the literal 
meaning of the words would convey to us. Per- 
haps neither the faints, nor Chrift, will then difcover 
any greater difcernment of characters than all men, 
even thofe who fhall then be judged, will be pof- 
feffed of 5 in confequence of which every perfon 
prefent may be fatisfied, from his own infpe&ion, 
as it were, that every chara&er is juftly difcrimi- 
nated, and the condition of all perfons properly 
determined ; all having the fame intuitive know- 
ledge pf themfelves, and of each other $ all 
equally judging from the appearances which will 
then be prefented to them. Indeed, a general 
convi&ion of the equity of the proceedings of 
that great day, feems to require this general 

knowledge. 

. > 

You exprefs much furprize at the Socinian in- 
terpretation of the fcripturesi and I, in my turn,, 
cannot help exprefling fome furprize, that the 
comparifon of fome prophetic phrafesoffcripture 
with the fulfilment of them, fhould not have led 
you to fufpeft that much lefs than the words 
literally intimate may be intended by what is faid 
of the ;world being judged by Chrift. I fhall re- 
call to your attention two prophecies, as they may 
be termed, of this kind. 

When 
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When God appointed Jeremiah to be a pro- 
phet, he faid, Jer. i. 10. See, 1 have this day Jet 
thee over the nations, and over the kingdoms, to root 
cut, and to pull down, and to dejiroy, and to throw 
down, to build, and to plant. Do not thefe 
phrafes, literally interpreted, imply that as much 
power was given to Jeremiah in this world, as 
is "ever faid to be given to Chrift in the next ? 
And yet we are fatisfied, that all that was meant 
by them was, that by him God would fignify his 
intentions concerning what be would do with 
refped to various nations in the neighbourhood 
of Judea, and that Jeremiah, perfonally confi- 
dered, had no more power than any other man. 

Our Lord faid to Peter, Matt. xvi. 19. I will 
give unto thee the keys of the kingdom of heaven, and 
wbatfoever thou Jhalt bind on earth Jhall be bound in 
heaven, and wbatfoever thou Jhalt looje on earth, Jball 
he loojed in heaven. To appearance, this was giv- 
ing Peter more power than was given to Jere- 
miah. But if we confider what was aftually 
done by Peter, and the other apoftles (for the 
fame power is elfewhere given to them all) we 
lhail find that much lefs was intended by this 
phrafeology, than the literal import might lead 
us to imagine. 

Interpreters differ with refpeft to its meaij- 
ing. But it is evident that, at the moft, it 
could only mean the apoftle's being empowered 

La to 
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to fignify the will of God, and to pronounce 
what he would do ; as when Peter paffed fen* 
tence upon Simon, A&s viii. 20. and upon Sap- 
phira. For thefe are the greateft a As of poweF 
that we ever find to have been exercifed by Pe- 
ter, or any of the apoftlcs. But this was no 
power of their own. Neither, therefore, ar£ we 
authorized, from the language of fcripture, to in- 
fer that Chrift will hereafter exercife any more 
power than he did on earth, which was no more 
than any other man, aided as he was by God, 
might have exercifed. 

I am, &c. 



L E T T E R X. 

Of the Hypotbefts which makes Chrift to be a mere 
Man y naturally as fallible', and as peccable, as ether 
Men. 

Dear Friend, 

"VT^OU exprefs much furprize at my fuppofing 
* . Chrift to be naturally peccable and fallible. 
But the maxims on which this is advanced with 
refpeft to him, you muft admit to be juft, when 
applied to any other man appearing in the cha- 
3 , rafter 
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rafter of a prophet; and, therefore, till it be 
proved that he. is more than man, they muft ap-> 
ply to him alfo. They are thefe, viz. that no man 
claiming a divine million is to be confidered a% 
infpired farther than he himfelf prpfeflje^ to be to£ 
than the objeit of his million requires* &nd' than 
he proves that he is by the working of miracles * 
and that, with regard to other things, nQt con-t 
nested with the object of ^is miffion, and which 
he does not affert to be parts of the revelation 
communicated to him, there is no ground to fup- 
pofe him to have more knowledge than any other 
man, who is, in other refpe&s, in the fame cir- 
cumftances. 

The doftrine of univerfal infpiration^ or that of 
any man being poffefFed of all knowledge, is ma- 
nifeftly extravagant, and would never have been 
fuppofed of Chrift, any more than of Mofes, if it 
had not been imagined (hat he was naturally fu~ 
perior to Mofes, and therefore had means of 
knowledge which Mofes had not. If you confider 
the bbjcd of the miffion 6f Chrift, you muft, I 
fhoxild think, be fenfibfe, that it did not require 
more natural power, phyfical or moral* tha* that 
of other men, and therefore nothing is gained by 
fuppofmg him to have more. And much wiU be 
loft, if any marks of ignorance, or of infirmity, 
' fhould be difcovered in him. In that cafe, we 
(hall load the defence of xhriftianity with nccdlefs 
difficulties. 

L3 Again, 
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Again, if other prophets might be ignorant of 
many things relating to thcmfclves, why might 
not Chrift alfo ? As to his underftanding all 
preceding prophecies, we are no where told that 
he was infpired with that knowledge, and there- 
fore he might apply them as his countrymen 
of that age generally did, and as we perceive 
that the apoftles, who were likewife prophets, did 
afterwards. But this fubjeft is pretty largely 
difcuffed in thcTbeological Repq/itory, and I can- 
not help wifhing that you had not only quoted the 
fentiments there advanced, which, at the firft 
propofal,* cannot but appear offenfive, and alarm- 
ing, but had alfo examined the arguments there 
alleged in defence of them. 

You lay the greateft ftrefs on the immaculatenefs 
•ofCbrifi l s cbaraffer,as an argument for his fuperior 
nature. But though you profefs to be deter- 
mined by the language of fcripture, you produce 
no paffage in which his finUffntfs is exprefled in 
ftronger terms than that of other good men, be- 
fore and after him. If his nature was fo imma- 
culate y as that no temptation could have any effeffc 
upon him, why was he expofed to temptation ? 
This would then have been as abfurd as for God 
himfelf to have been tempted with evil. 

That Chrift had all the natural weaknefles of 
human nature, both of body andf mind, is evident 
from the whole of his hiftory $ and if fo, it was 

impoffible 
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impofiible that he lhould have been naturally im- 
peccable^ In this cafe there would have been nb 
merit in his refitting temptation ; and his example 
is very improperly urged upon us, except in the 
fame fenfe as that ia which the example of God 
himfelf is propofed to us ; whereas it is 'evident* 
that the facred writers had very different ideas of 
the nature and ufe of thefe two examples. 

Was it poflible that the author of the epiftlc 
to the Hebrews fhould have had the idea that 
you have of the natural ftrength of Chrift's min.d, 
when-he faid ofhim,Heb. v. 7. Who in the days 
ofbisfiejh offered up prayers and Supplications, with 
firong crying and tears, unto him that was able tofave 
him from death \ and was beard in that he feared^ 
though he were afonj yet learned be obedience by the. 
things which be fuffered. What can be more evi- 
dent from this defcription, than that tfye writes 
confidered Chrift to have been naturally as weak 
as<other men, and that he felt himfelf to be fo ? 

^ Was this firong crying and tears, in the view of 
approaching death, what might be expe&ed from 
(he creator and governor of the world ? The 
hiftQiy of the agony in the* garden, though it does 
infinite honour to thrift as a *#£#, jsjcertainly aii 
abundant confutation of any option, concerning 
his fuperior nature ; and prerexiffenjt. dignity. 

L4 . You 
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You likewife make the miraculous conception of 
Jefus as well as his immaculate nature, an argu* 
ment for his pre-exiftent dignity. Thefe two 
circumftances are indeed generally urged as proofs 
of each other. For my own part, 1 fcruple not 
to fay, that I conlider them both as equally defti- 
ttfte df proper evidence; and, moreover, that 
neither of them would be of any advantage to the 
chriftian fcheme, if they could be proved. With 
*efpe& to the miraculous conception, I (hall only 
obferve here, a$ I have done elfewhcre, that if the 
circumftance of having no human father* be an 
argument for a fuperior and immaculate nature in 
Chrift, the , fame thing, with the addition of 
having no human mother y mutt be allowed to 
be as good an argument for a fuperior and imma- 
culate nature -in Adam, And yet he was a mere 
man, and naturally as liable to fin as any of his 
pofterity. 

You fay, and very juftly, of this abfolute im- 
xnaculatenefs of chara&er, p, 128, " it is incon- 
€€ ceivable that it lhould have belonged to a mere 
ic man," and this you well illuftrate in the Note. 
But if you reflect that your logos is a created, and 
therefore zxiimperfeft Being, you muft allow that, 
ftriftly fpeakihg, even he cannot be immaculate, 
any more than he can be oihipotent, or omnU 
fcient. It is the prerogative of God only, that 

great 
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great Being, ^who only is boly,:md*:wtocbargts bis 

angtls with folly. .'■ , 



If abfolute perfe&ion of ffwal chara&er be 
neceffary to that of our redeemed wtamufbboth.of 
us go back to.Athanafiam^;--But if thatJ^c 
impoflible, why Ihould wfe acquiefccinaa imper- 
fe6t angelic being,, rather tbaniin antimperfeft 
man; efpecially asi it njay eafily b© conceived* 
that a man like ourfelves, incident' tot the imper* 
fe&ions of other. men, is,, in feveral refpefts, bet4 
ter adapted to be an example tp us, than. any Be- 
ing of a nature fuperior tp ours. ; ...;.:! 

You acknowled ge that-there i& Jfome advantage 
in that hypothefis, which, reprefejus i/.Ghfift as a 
man, who had not naturally any advantage over 
bther men. "Some," you foyy; p&,i52, NxJte, 
cc have lowered- him into a m^n* ignorant ami 
"peccable, and no way diftinguifhed from chid 
"common men of his time, except by being 
* c infpired. And this, I am fenfible* by brings 
" ing him down more to our owe levels makes 
" his example in forae r6fpe<5b more an entptK? 
" ragement to us* and more fit %®b& propofed to 
" our imitation." Now it h certain that »th4 
example of Chrift, efpecblly in. bia humiliation 
and fufFerings, is frequently propofed to .us. It 
cannot, therefore, be any difadvaritage toafcherac 
that gives fo important an exhortation its greatcft 

forces * 

That 
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. That SocinuirJiimfelf,.ahd others who have 
been called after his name, fhould have held 
an opinion concerning Chrift very different from 
that which! Ha vef adopted, is a* eafiljr accounted 
for,; as that. D*. Clarke Should have adopted an 
. opinion concerning the logos much higher than 
that, which' you contend for. After Chrift had, 
for. feveral 'ages been generally confidered as the 
fupreme God, and the proper objedt of worfhip, 
it might berdifcovered that he was a created'Be- 
ing, and even a man, and yet it might be thought 
going too far, not to * admit that this created 
Being, or this man, might be the appointed me- 
dium, through whom our prayers were to be pre- 
'fented to the -almighty father, efpecialfy as he is 
called amedia?<tf 3 2Ltid an higb-priejl. 

'.In the faro? manner, after admitting that Chrift 
fras a mere man, and not the objedt of any wor- 
fh'ip, it might'be thought too degrading to him, 
not to fupppfe, that atman fo diftinguifhed by 
God as he wis*, and brought into the world in To 
extraordinary a manner, as he was believed to 
be, had not fome peculiar privileges above thofe 
of other menv and other prophets, as thofe of his 
being naturally infallible, and impeccable. It is no 
wonderthat it fhould be fome "time before even 
Sbcinians began to think that there was nothing 
in. the chriftian fcfyeme that required this unique of 
a man, and that they fhould have embarrafled their 
hypothefis, rather than purfue it to its proper 

confequtnees, 
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confequences, when they appeared fo very alarm- 
ing. 

But now/ finding this alarm to be founded 
on mere prejudice, arid that the .caufe of it has 
no exiftence in reafon, or the fcriptures, uni- 
tarians in general will, I doubt not, acquiefce 
in that opinion concerning Chrift fthjch -makes 
their hypothefis truly uniform, confident, and 
abundantly leis exceptionable, viz. that which 
you hold out as an objeft of aflohifhment in the 
notes to your Sermons. ' Ijfi" the Theological Re- 
pojttory, this hypothefis is fairly propofed, and de- 
fended ; and there I wifti to fee it difpaffioriately 
difcuffed. 

I am. &c # r 
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L;E T T E R XI. i' 
Of tht Defign ef 0>rij?s Mifton. 

....... . r f . '. 

Dear F*ibhd, 

T do not chufc to CQiifider largely what ydu call 
the other part t>f the Socinian hypothefis, viz. 
that r which relates toltbe end of Cbrift's mi£%on % 
with refpeft to which you fay, p. 86, that cf he 
< c not only declared, but obtained, the available- 
" hefs of repentance to pardon," having already 
advanced all that is in my power on this fubjeft, 
in my Hijiory of the Corruptions ofCbriftianity. I 
lhall therefore content myfelf with making a very 
few obfervations. 

i. If what you lay down above be true, if 
Chrift came to obtain the availablenefs of repent- 
ance to pardon^ is it not rather extraordinary, that 
this, which muft have been the great and principal 
end of his coming, fhould not have been an- 
nounced by any of the ancient prophets, 

2. If this had been the great end of Chrift*s 
million, would it not have been declared to be fo 
by John the Baptift, by our Saviour himlelf, or at 
leaft by fome of the apoftles, and in fuch language 
as could not have been mifunderftood ? 

3.ir 
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3* If fuch, indeed, was the true caufe of Chrift's 
incarnation, is it not extraordinary that it fhould 
not have been thought of by any of the chriftiap 
Fathers, or heretics $ arid that the idea Ihould 
never have been ftarted till a late period,' as I 
have fhewn in my Hijiory of the Corruptions o/Cbrif- 
iianity ? 

4. The Divine Being is declared to be as mer- 
ciful to repenting finners in the Old Teftament *& 
in the New, and without reference to any futurtt 

event. 

5. Our Saviour; giving an account of th6 miP 
(ion of the preceding prophets, and of his own, 
in their order, certainly reprefents the great ob- 
jeft of their millions to be the fame, Matt, xfcu 33* 
The preceding prophets are, indeed, compared to 
fervantSj and himfelf to the fon of the boufbolder% 
but they were all fent to receive for him the fruits of 
the vineyard. 

6. As to the fufferings of Chrift, not only is his 
patience in bearing them propofed as an example 
to us, but in the paffage quoted in a former letter, 
chriftians are reprefcnted as both Suffering and 
reigning with Chrift. > 

Let us not then look for myfteries where no tayf- 
tery is, and obfcure the beautiful fimplicky of the* 
gofpel j which reprefents the Divine Being as alv 

ways 
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ways difpofed to receive returning penitents, as 
having fent his Son, as well as other prophets, for 
the benevolent purpofes of reclaiming die world 
from fin, and to promife eternal life and happinefs 
to all that hearken to them. 

I mull likewife add a few obfervations on what 
feems to have been the fource of your ideas of the 
neceffity of Chrift's incarnation, and the efficacy 
of his death. " The whole chriftian fchemc," 
you fay, p. 170, " is founded on the fuppofition of 
cc a calamity in which our race had been involved, 
c< and which has been generally termed l be fall of 
€c man. At the fame time," you fay, " what the 
€C true and full account of this event is, it is pro- 
cc bably impoffible for us to difcover, or even to 
" underftand, were it communicated to us. It 
<c is recorded in the third chapter of Genefis, but 
cc in a manner, fo mixed with emblems, derived 
cc perhaps from the ancient hieroglyphical manner 
cc of writing, and confequently fo veiled and ob- 
cc fcure, that I think little more can be learned of 
€€ it, than that there was a tranfaftion at the origin 
" of our race, and the commencement of this 
cc world, which degraded us- to our prefent ftate, 
cc and fubje&ed us to death, and all its conco- 
cc mitant evils." 

. On this fubjedfc I would obferve that, if the fall 
of man, whatever it was, had been an event on 
which, cc the whole chriftian fcheme was founded," 

we 
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we might have expe&ed a more exprefs declara* 
tion, from fufficient authority, that it was fo. But 
in none of the prophecies in which the Meffiah-is 
announce^, is there the lead reference to this ca.-r 
taftrophe, -which you fuppofe to have made his in- 
carnation necefiary. Neither John the Baptift, 
nor our Saviour Jiimfelf, ever faid any thing that 
could lead our thoughts to it. And notwkhfUncU 
ing the frequent mention that is made of thedpve 
of God in. the gift of his Son by the apoftles, it is 
never faid to have been to undo any thing that 
had been done at the fall, fome paflages of Paul 
alone excepted, who calls Chrift the laft m Adc\m^ 
and makes ufe of terms which imply that de^th 
was. introduced by Adam, a8 eternal liff is. the 
gift of God by Chrift. But you know that the 
writings of this apoftle abound with analogies and 
antithefes^ on which ho very ferious ftrefs is to be 
laid. 

Allowing, however, all the authority that you 
poffibly can to the observations of Paul, it is faf 
from carrying yqu to. the whole extent of your hy- 
pothefis.. All mankind, the wicked as well as the 
righteous, are to rife again, and nothing is faid by 
him that can poflibly be conftrued to fignify that 
the availablenefs of repentance to far den was .ever 
loft, or that it was recovered by Chrift. 

Befides,.all that Paul himfelf could know about 
Adam, and the cffe&s of his fin, he muft have 

learned 
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learned' from the books- of Mofes,- which are afc 
open to us aal they were to him. What Mofes 
fays on the fubje&j you acknowledge to be very 
obfcure, and therefore it will not authorize impli- 
cit confidence in any particular interpretation. 

• €€ There are feme," you fay, Note, p. 73, cc who 
S€ give fuch interpretations of the account in the 
^ third chapter of Genefis, and the fubfequent 
c< references to it in the facred writings — as make 
€C them no evidence of any fuch event (introddc- 
a tory of death) as is commonly underftood by 
cc the fall. But thefe interpretations, and tha 
cc opinons grounded upon them, are fo Angular, 
* c that I have not thought them worth particular 
u notice. 

' The interpretations on which you pafs this cen- 
fure, are pretty generally known to be mine. They 
are advanced in the Theological Repository > with the 
evidence on which they are founded; and inftead 
of this unqualified cenfure, it would have given 
myfelf, and many other perfons, great fatisfa&ion* 
if you had thought them worthy of a ferious exa- 
mination. The opinion that I have advanced 
concerning the hiftory of the fall of man, cannot, 
I am confident, be refuted, but on principles 
which fuppofe the plenary infpiration of Mofes, 
and that of. all the writers of the Old. and New 
Teftament, with refpedt to every thing they wrote, 
whether they exprefsly lay that they were inlpired 

or 
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Of notj a pofition at which I fufpeft your mi$4 
will revolt, as much as mine dots. 

As Mofes himlelf, who feems particularly care* 
ful to diftinguifh what God faid to him, and what 
came from himfelf, does not fay that he received 
the account that he has given us of the creation, 
and fall of man, from God, I think myfelf at li- 
berty to confider it as the beft that he could coi- 
led from tradition. In my opinion alfo, there are 
many marks of its being a very lame account* 
A&d, as I have ©bferved, it is far from folving the 
difficulty it feems to have been intended to aiir 
iwer, viz. the introduftion of death and calamity 
int<* the world. Among other things I have re* 
•marked, that the fa& of the human race being 
originally formed male and female, and confe- 
quently their being intended to increafe and mul- 
tiply, is a proof that they we/e alfo originally in- 
tended to be mortal ; and tfiat immortality is rer 
ferved for that ftate, in which there Jhall be neither 
marrying, nor giving in marriage, but where men 
fliall be as the angels that are in heaven. 

In the Note, p. 178, you confider the devil as the 
tempter of Adam in the form of a ferpent. But 
this could not have been the idea of Mofes, ac- 
cording to whom, the fentence pafled upon the 
ferpent has no relation to any thing but to the ani- 
mal fo called. And would there be any juftice ia 
purafhing die ferpent, the mere pafflve inftruraent^ 

M and 
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and letting the proper agent in the bufinefs go 
free ? Mofes had no idea of any thing beyond the * 
mere ferpent, and I cannot allow any authority to 
the interpretation of the author of the apocryphal 
book of fFifdom. 

That our Saviour alludes to the agency of the 
devil in the firft introdu&ion of fin: into the world, 
is, I think, by no means probable. He fays, John 
viii. 44. the devil was a murderer from the beginning*^ 
But this refers to the murder of Abel by Cain. 
And as to what John lays, 1 John Hi. 8. of the Son of 
God being mamfejled to dejiroy the works of the devil, 
it may well be fuppofed to mean that he came to 
put an end to^r, or moral evil, which is referred 
to the devil, or fat an as its principle, as all other 
evil is. On this account Peter is called Satan (Matt, 
xvi. 23) when he fuggefted an unworthy propofal, 
and Judas is called the devil (John vi. 70.) on ac- 
count of his bad defigns* 

As to the old ferpent, tbf devil, and Satan, in Rev. 
xii. 9. xx. 2, on which you lay fome ftrefs, I 
really do not pretend to underftand "• It ** the 
language of prophecy perhaps fiot'yet fulfilled. 
It muft alfo be obfenred that, this fame old ferpent, 
is likewife called (Rev. xii* 9.) the great dragon, and 
this dragon is farther defcribed as being red, and 
taring feven beads, and ten horns, mthfcvem crowns 
upon bis beads. He has alfo a tail, by which be 
drew the third part of the fiats of heaven* and caft 

tbem 



Da. PRICE. 163 

them to th* tarth. And, according to moft inter- 
preters, this red dragon, with feven heads, feveii 
crowns, and ten horns, is not the devil (admitting 
the exiftence of fa extraordinary a being) but re* 
prefentsfome earthly potentate; the enemy of chrif- 
tianity. But whatever be the meaning 6f this pro- 
phecy, we are not to look into fo myfterious a 
book as the Revelation, for a plain account of 
cither the intfodu&ion of evil into the world, or 
the remedy of that evil. It feems to have been 
written for 2 *ery different purpofe. 

t am, &c; 



LETTER XII. 

fbk CoficluJioHi 

Dear Friend, 

I Have now troubled you with animadverfions 
on every thing that I think moft bpeii to ob- 
jection in your truly excellent Sermons, and elpe* 
dally in the Notes, in which you chiefl^ quote 
what has been advanced by himfelf, dither in 
works that bear my name, or in the Theological 
Repojitory. Let the arguments I have there ad- 
vanced, and to^wnich you have not dire&ly re- 
plied, anfwer for themfelves. You juftly obferve* 
that I do not ftirink from any confequences of 
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what I have advanced Indeed, if z pr&pofitim be 
true, fo muft every corollary fairly drawn from it ; 
and I have not yet feen any rcafon to be afraid of 

truth. 

Some of the opinions on which you have flightly 

defcanted are, I believe* novel, and a ftep, as you 

may fay, beyond what other Socinkns have gone ; 

and yourfdf, and others of my beft friends, are 

a good deal ftaggered at them. But in a fhort 

time this alarm, which is already much abated, 

will be entirely gone off, and then I fhall expert 

a calm difoiffion of what I have advanced ; and 

that do&rine will, no doubt, be eftablifhed which 

fhall appear to be moft agreeable to reafon, and 

the true fenfe offcripture. May whatever will not 

ftand this teft, whether advanced by myfelf or 

others, foon fall to the ground ; but let no fenti- 

ment, however alarming at the firft propofal, be 

Condemned unheard, and unexamined. 

Many of our common friends exprefs fbme fur- 
prize that you and I, connected as we arc by 
friendihip, and a variety of other common circum- 
fiances; equally, I hope, ardent, and equally un- 
wearied, in the purfuit of truth; and having given 
perhaps equal attention to the fubjeft of thefe 
Letters, fhould, notwithstanding, differ fo much as 
we do with rdpeft to it. Many perfons who know 
thk, and who have not the leifure, or the opportu^ 
arty, to ihxly this queftion, that we have, may be led 
to chink, that k will be in vain for tbem to attempt 
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to arrive at any certainty with refpeft to its tfnd, 
out of defpair, abandon the examination. But 
neither you nor myfelf, (hall think this infer- 
ence a juft one ; fince each of us may be under tl^c 
influence of prejudices, unknown to ourfelves, but 
fufficiently conspicuous to others. Nay* with a 
beam in our own eye, we may fancy that we can 
difcover a mote in that of each other. 

You will, I doubt not, be able to account to 
yourfelf for what you will think my obftinacy in 
defending- principles which to you appear evi- 
dently contrary to reafon and the fcriptures, under 
the idea of their being important truths. And I 
alio muft have fome method of fatisfying myfelf 
how you may be as ingenuous, and as candid, as I, 
of courfe, think myfelf to be, and yet perfift iij 
opinions, which I cannot help confidering as wrong, 
and of the erroneoufnefs of which there feemjs tQ 
be the moft abundant evidence. 

Speaking of the Socinian interpretations . of 
fcripture, you fay, p. 135, <c I muft own to you, 
" that I am inclined to wonder that good men 
€€ can fttisfy themfelves with fuch explanations." 
But you candidly add, " But I correft myfelf. I 
<c know that chriftians, amidfl: their differencejs of 
" opinion, are too apt to wonder at one another* 
€€ and to forget the allowances that ought to be 
" made for the cfcrknefs in which we are all in- 
"volved." , 
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You are too much of a philosopher to think 
tba{ there can be any effell without an adequate 
caufi -, and you know that winder is nothing more 
than the ftate of mind into which our ignorance of 
the caufes of events throw us. And therefore 
whenever we think we can account for any appear- 
ance* all wonder ceafes. 

You will, I know, excufe me, if I account to 
myfelf for your continuing an Arian* ndtwith- 
ftanding the evidence that has lately been pro- 
duced in proof of the Socinian, or as I chufc to 
call it, the proper unitarian fcypothefis, in the fame 
manner in which we account for many worthy 
and intelligent perfons continuing catholics, or 
Calvinifts. This we believe to be chiefly owing 
to their minds having been very early impreffed 
with the fulleft perfuafion of the truth of their re- 
fpeftive principles j to their dwelling long on die 
arguments in favour of them (by which they are 
much magnified in their view) and to their not giv- 
ing fufficierit attention to thofe on the other fide,, 

They may have the candour to hear, or to read 
arguments againft their opinions. But their minds 
being previoufly indifpofed towards them, fuch 
arguments find there nothing congenial to them- 
felves, and are not detained lone enough to make 
a due impreffion. It is like the paflage of a fliip 
through the fea, $r that of an arrow through the 
air. No track is left behind. Whatever it be that 

has 
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kas once recommended itfelf to us, and we entirely 
relifh, we wifh to fee confirmed ; and it is always 
with fome degree of averfion that we hear ahjr 
thing that tends to difturb what we thjnfc already 
well fettled, 

You have read, I doubt not, ^ith as much care 
and attention as, from the previous ftate of your 
mind, could reafonably be expefted, all that has 
been written by Dr. Lardner, by our common 
friend Mr. Lindfey, and by myfelf, in ftkpport of 
tjie unitarian hypothefis. But I prefume, that you 
have often refreihed your mind, and recruited your 
former opinions, by the writings of Dr. Clarke, 
Bifhop Butler, Mr. Pierce, Mr. Emlyn, and other 
Arians, and having been early converfant with 
them, they have made an impreflion like that 
which is fometimes made on marble before it is 
converted into a folid form, and which nothing 
can afterwards efface. 

On the other hand, I fh^lj not be offended, if 
you fhould account for my rQving from 9ne opi- 
nion to another, by fuppofing that I have a temper 
of mind too hoftjle to every thing that is efta* 
hlijbedi or if you fhould fay, that I am more apt 
to be fatisfied with any thing belonging to myel£ 
than with, my opinions, and that I am i\ot likely 
to fix long in any fcheme. 

M4 Certain 
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Certain it is, that, fo far from having muck 
fondnefs for the opinions that I received from my: 
education, I have gone on changing, though al- 
ways in one direftion, from the time that I began 
to think fcr my felf to the prefent day, and I will 

not pretend to fay when my creed will be fixed. 

* ■ ..." 

But whether we be apt to keep our opinions * 
longer or a fhorter time, they pleafe us fo long 
as we can call them our$\ and in that ftate of 
mind it is natural to give more attention to argu- 
ments that make for, than: to thofe that make 
againfi them. 

As to the fcriptures^ the perufal of particular 
texts never fails to be accompanied with their ufual 
long approved interpretation ; and we ofteneft think* 
of, and dwell upon, thofe which favour our opinions. 
And with refpeft to thofe which feem unfavourable 
to them, we have all got fome method or other oS 
difpofing of them, fo {hat they ihall not (land in our 
way; and thefe modes of accommodation never fail 
td occur to the mind along with the texts them- 
ftlves, ^nd thereby effeftually preclude the con- 
viftion they might otherwife bring along with 
diem. And if we think, that, tfpon the whole, 
'tixtjeripurts are favourable to our opinions, we 
are apt to confider ourfelres juftified in giving 
little attention to other confidcrations ; which, If 
properly refiefted upon^ might ferve to giv$ us 

a better 
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a better infigbt into the real fenfe of fcripture 
itfelf; 

Thus the pious catholic having always' been 
taught implicit confidence in the decifions of hi*, 
church, and having always underftood our Lord 
literally, when he faid, this is my body, and ex- 
cept ye eat theflefh of the fon of man, and drink bis 
blood, ye have no life in you ; it is in vain to obje& 
to him the natural impoffibility of the do&rine of 
tranfubftantiation. That he leaves with God, 
whofe word, he believes, affures him of the faff. 
In this, therefore, he thinks it his duty to ac-» ; 
quiefce; and he even makes a merit of facrificing 
his reajon to his faith. 

In like manner, you muft permit me to fay, 
that, having, in a very early period, adopted your 
prefent opinion concerning Chrifl:, .having always 
confidered the logos in the intrpdu&ion to the 
gofpel of John {which was in the beginning with 
Cody and which was God) to be defcriptive of 
Cbrifti having always underftood thephrafes crea- 
tion /jy Cbrijl, and his being before Abraham, &c. 
not in a figurative, but a literal fenfe, you have 
fatisfied yourfelf with paying but little regard to 
the natural improbability (though in my opinion 
approaching very nearly to an imppffibility) of* 
your hypothefis. And then with refpeft to the 
numerous paflages in which Chrifl: is fpoken of as 

a man, 
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4 man, unable to do any thing of bimfelf, which 
the Athanafians interpret of his human nature only, 
you are fatisfied with referring them to his ftate 
of degradation, in which he was only in fajhion, or 
external appearance, as a man. 

. Being thus fecure with refpeft to the argument 
from jcripture, which we all confider as the grc^t 
ftrong hold of our faith \ though, \ doubt not, 
you have rpad ^vith care all that I have written to 
prove that the great body of primitive chriftians 
were unitarians, you wilj naturally think either 
that the proof is fomewjiere defective (though you 
may not be able to fay where) or at moft, that it 
can only furnifh one uncertain light to the inter* 
pretation of fcripture, which to you appears, in 
this cafe, fo be fo plain, (hat it }>eeds no inter* 
-pretation ^t all, 

I have not, therefore, the leaft expectation that 
qny thing that I have advanced in thefe Letters 
will be able to make much impreffion on your 
minds except that you may, perhaps, be led to 
think, that you had not fufficient authority for 
concluding that Chrift, by his. fuper- human 
pqwer, accelerated his own death. On this fub- 
jeft I arp willing to hope that the evidence I have 
produced of your having miftaken the meaning 
of the evangelifts is fo clear, and unexceptionable, 
that you may not fee much to objeft to it. 

. . But 
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But this conceffion^ which is the utmoft that I 
dare flatter myfelf with the hope of, does riot 
materially affeft your general hypothefis. You 
will even probably ftill think, that Chrift raifed 
himfelf from the dead, and will haye no doubt of 
his being a great pre-exiftent fpirit, the maker 
of the world, from matter with which he wa$ 
furniftied by the Father; and that he cbnde- 
fcended to become incarnate, for the purpqfe of 
making it confident with the juftice of God to 
receive penitent finners into his favour. 

On the other hand, I muft acknowledge, that 
my perfusion of the fimple humanity of dhrift, 
and even that of his being a man, naturally as 
weak, as fallible, and as peccable, as other men, 
is fo fixed, from my prefent ideas of the meaning 
of fcripture, and a variety of other confiderations, 
tending to prove that fuch muft be the meaning 
of fcripture ; that I have no idea of the poflibility 
of my being ever brought to entertain a contrary 
fentiment. Indeed, I do not think that the ar- 
guments in favour of Arianifm can be better ex- 
hibited, and as I may fay, concentrated, than they 
are in your Sermons. In all probability, there- 
fore, you and I muft wait for farther light till the 
arrival of the great teacher death, and the fcenes 
tjiat will follow it, 

In the mean time, our difference of opinion on 
this fubjeft will not, I am confident, make the 
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lcaft change in our friendfliip and afie&ion. We 
are equally, I truft, lovers of truth, and lovers of 
virtue ; and alfo equally lovers of Chrift, and of 
his gofpcl, notwithftanding our very different 
ideas of his perfon, and the objeft of his miffion; 
though you confider him as your maker, and I as 
the Jon ofjofepb and Mary, and (exclufive of divine 
communications) as pofleffed of no natural ad- 
vantages over his father Jofeph, or any other man 
in a fimilar fituation of life in Judea. 

It is likewife an equal fatisfaSion to both of 
us, to think that, on which ever fide the truth lies, 
it will finally prevail over prejudice and error ; 
and that, though the error be the opinion that 
we are now contending for, we are ready to fay 
amen to a prayer for the extermination of it. 

With the greateft refpeft and affe&ion, 
I am, Dear Friend, 
Yours, fincerely,. 

J. PRIESTLEY. 

BIRMINGHAM, 
March i, 1787. 
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Rev. Sir, 

WHEN the preceding parts of this pamphlet 
were nearly printed off, I received (oblig- 
ingly fent me by yourfelf ) a treatife of yours, en- 
titled, The Divinity and Pre-exiftence ofCbrifl de- 
monstrated from Scripture, in Anfwer to the Jrfi 
Seflion of Dr. Prieftlefs Introduction to bis Hijiory 
cf Early Opinions concerning Jejus Chrift, together 
with StriSures on form other Parts of that Work> 
and I cannot pafs, without notice, the produce 
tipn of fo learned a writer. 

You muft excufe, me, however, if I &y that, 
having heard fome time ago of this publication 
of yours, I had, from your chara&er, formed ex- 
pectations, which I do not find anfwered by it. 
I had been led to imagine, that you would have 
criticized my Hiftory itfelf as a learned ecclefiaftical 
hiftorian, and not have contented yourfelf with 
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replying to a (ingle fe&ion of the Introdu&ion to 
to it, whidi only relates to a difcuflion in which 
little new can be advanced, viz. of the do&rine 
of the fcriptures concerning the perfon of (Thrift. 
The proper objeft of my work is to afcertaia 
what muft have been the fenfe of the books of 
fcripture from the fenfe in which they were a&u^ 
ally underftood by thofe for whofe ufe they were 
cbmpofed ; and to determine what moft have been 
the fentiments of the apoftles, by means of the 
opinions of thofe who received their inftru&ion 
from them only. 

This is a new, and certainly an important field 
of argumentation, open to the learned part of 7 
the chriftian world ; and I had flattered myfelf, 
that Mr, Parkhurft had been prepared to enter 
k with me. Bar this you entirely decline, be- 
taufeyou think, p. 147, "your time may be much 
* f better employed." On the contrary, I cannot 
help thinking that, in the prefent ftate of things, 
it would have been much better to go over this 
new ground, than to tread over again the old and 
beaten one. 

In your Stri&ures, however, on my work, yoq 
think you have proved that Clemens Roman us, 
Ignatius, and Polycarp, were believers in the 
divinity of Chrift. But ^rtiat you hafcre urged on 
this fubjeft appears to me to be of lit tie confe- 
rence, and to have been fuficiently obviated by 
1 what 
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ttihat I have advanced .in my Hiftory j fo that I 
fee no occafion to trouble our readers with any 
thing more on £he fubjedt. Let them compare 
my obfervations with your reply. Indeed, I do 
not know what more to fay to any perfon, who 
can fertoufly maintain, that the appellation of 
God, perpetually applied to Chrift in the flaorter 
epiftles of Ignatius, is too interpolation; fuch as 
the example you .have produced, p. 135, 4C I wiih. 
* you all happinefs in our God Jefus Chrift." 
This, Sir, is neither apoftolical language, nor, 
indeed, that of any writer whatever, in any age 
of the church. 

With refpeft to the great objedt of my work, 
you grant aim oft all that I contend for, when you 
lay, p. 9> cc There is but j&qo much reafon to ap- 
prehend, what Dr. Prieftley, in the courfeof 
c< his work, feveral times mentions with triumph, 
<f to wit, that the bulk of chriftians have, in all 
cc ages of the church, been inclined to the unita- 
rian do&rine." And yet you fay, p. 98^ "Mr. 
cc Howes has juftly obferved* that the modern 
u opinion concerning the humanity of Jefus 
" through life, has not the leaft countenance in its 
cf favour from the tenets of any one of the an- 
cc tient feftaries." This e^preffes more confi- 
dence on the fubjedt than Mr. Howes himfelf 
has done, as you include Photinus among thofe 
who were not ,properly unitarians. How this 
very extraordinary pafttion will be fupported bj 

N Mr. 
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Mr. Howes, cr yourfelf, time, I fuppofe, will 
fhew. It muft, however, be by another kind of 
ecclefiafcical hiitory than any that I am yet ac- 
quainted with. 

As to the orthodox Fathers, whofe writings I 
have made ufe of in tracing the rife and progrefs 
of the doftrine of the trinity, you treat them with 
a degree of indifference and contempt that really 
allonifhes me. " With regard to the follies of 
cc the fucceeding chriftian writers, whether Greek 
" or Latin, who, neglefting the Hebrew Jcriptures, 
" idolized the very imperfeft and faulty veffion 
" of the Septuagint, and yet frequently followed 
cc the ignes fatui of their own imaginations, and 
€€ of the Platonic and other vain philofophy, — as 
" to fuch follies as thefe, I have no great objec- 
" tion to their being treated with the feverity 
<c they deferve, though I fhould not myfelf choofe 
" the office of executioner/' 

But if there be any truth in the outline only of 
myHiftory, the do&rine of the trinity had no 
exiftence till it was ftarted by thefe very platoniz- 
ing Fathers, fo that the folly you afcribe to them 
muft refledfc upon the doctrine itfelf. It appears 
from their own confeffion,that this doftrine gave 
the greateft offence to the great body of unlearned 
chriftians, who had not been taught with clear- 
nefs any other doftrine concerning Chrift, than 
that he was a man infpired by God* You your- 
. 3 felf 
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Felf produce a paffage from Eufebius, p. 99, in 
which it is faid, that cf the divinity of Chrift was 
u a doftrine referved by the Holy Spirit for John, 
cc as being more excellent j" and the earlieft date 
of his gofpel is the year 64. Confequently, be- 
fore this time the chriftian church muft have been 
unitarian. 

If I have fufficiently proved the truth of thefe 
fads, and others connected with them, it muft be 
in vain to pretend that the fcriptures of the New 
Teftament will admit of any other than an unita- 
rian interpretation. And the evidence of the 
fafts I refer to does not depend upon writings, 
the authenticity and purity of which are fo 
questionable as thofe of the apoftolical Fathers, 
t?ut on the uniform concurrent teftimqny of all 
the chriftian writers, from the age of the apoftles 
till long after the council of Nice 5 and their 
works have, in general, come down to us as per- 
fect as any antient writings whatever. 

I have alfo Ihewn, much at large, that the uni- 
tarians were not confidered as heretics till a late 
period. I faid, that even the Ebionites are not 
direftly called heretics by Irenaeus. In one paf- 
fage, however, from this writer, which you pro* 
duce, p. 96, you think that it does appear, that he 
mult have confidered them in that light. Bu^ 
admitting this, it amounts to nothing of any 
confequence, as it is exprefsly aflerted by Je- 
N 2 ~ ' ■■ rom. 



l8o A LETTER TO 

rom, that the Ebionites, who iived in a ftatc of 
feparation from other chriftians, were confidered 
as heretics only on account of their obfervanoe of 
the laws of Mofes. 

As you have not even attempted to anfwer my 
work itfelf, I have no occafion to examine any 
thing that you have advanced ; but, having this 
opportunity of addreffing a letter to you, I fhall 
make a few obfervations on an article which you 
have laboured die moft in your performance, viz. 
the proof, or demonfiration^ as you call it, of the 
doctrine of the trinity, from the plural form <of 
the word which is ufed to denote God in the He- 
brew language, viz. ovfot, thlbm % or as you write 
it, akim. 

<€ t Akim? you fay, p. 69, cc regularly and pre- 
w tifely denotes the denouncers of a conditional turje. 
* x and by thh very important Hebrew name^ che 
" ever bleffed three reprefettt themfdtves us *«tor 
" the obligation of an oath to perform certain con- 
" ditions." Taking this for granted, ytfti Ay 7 
p. 82, * c The doctrine of a plurality in Jehovafc 
cc is taught iti at>ove two thoufand plades of dife 
cc Old ; and I add, that this plurality is, by a mutt* 
"fcer of patfages in both Teftameirts, fixed to a 
* trinity." You likewffk find an intimadan, p. 
16, c< of the do&rinc of the bleffed unity in tri* 
cc nity, atid trinity in unity," in the three men 
who appeared to Abraham, 

Few 
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Few perfons, F believe, except thofc who pre- 
tend to find theohilofophieal difcoveries of the 
prefent age in theff ebrew words of the Ok! Tefta- 
ment, will be difpofed to lay any ftrefs on this 
argument, or demonftration, of yours. Bafoage 
and others, as zealous trinitarians as yourfelf, 
have {hewn the futility of it ; and till what they 
have written be anfwered, I fhould be abundantly 
juftified in taking no notice at all of it. I fhall, 
however, as the opportunity may never occur 
again, make a few obfervations on this fubjeft. 

i. Admitting the plural form of the word fig- 
nifying God to be a juft foundation for believing 
that there is a plurality in the divine effence, it is 
only in one particular language, which can no 
more be proved to be of divine origin than any 
other language, and may not even have been the 
moil antient ; fo that it might be merely acci- 
dental, that this word, as well as feveral others in 
the fame language, and many in all languages, 
had a plural, and not a Angular form* 

a. We are no where taught in the Old Tefta- 
ment* that this myfterious doftrine of three divine 
denouncers of condition^ eurje (at the idea of 
which the mind recoils) is to be inferred from the 
form of the word aleim. 

3. As the lame word is ufed to fignify the 

heathen gods, as well as the God of Ifrael, it 

N 3 might 
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might be expe&ed that all nations had an idea 
of a plurality in the cffence of all their gods* 
This you in part allow, and ehdeavour to prove 
it in the cafe of Hecate, or Diana, p. 144; and 
you fuppofe, p. 156, that the Philiftines, who ap- 
plied this term to their god Dagon, cc might be 
cc ufed to compound idols." But you ought to 
have extended this to all the heathen gods, as 
well as to Hecate. But really, Sir, I wonder 
you were not ftruck with horror at this indiredt 
comparifon of your holy blefled and glorious 
trinity to the three-fold form of a heathen god- 
dcfs. You might as well have pitched upon the 
three-headed monfter Cerberus for your purpofe. 
What would you have faid if / had faid any thing 
that could have led the mind to any fuch com- 
parifon ? 

4. Can you make it appear that any of the 
antient Jews underftood the word aleim, as you 
do, or that they drew any fuch inference from it ? 
This you feem to have taken for granted, and you 
add, p. 36, that " a very great majority of the 
cc Jews before our Saviours coming had apofta- 
u tized from the do&rine of the divine trinity/* 
But where, Sir, dp you find the records of this 
great apoftacy ? And where are we to look for 
the remonftrances on the fubjeft, which would 
certainly have been made by thofe who did not 
'apoftatize ? Of the apoftacy of the Ifraelites from 
the worfhip of the true God to that of idols, we 

have 
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have abundant evidences but of this greater change 
in the fentiments of a great majority of the na- 
tion, we have no account at all. 

Of thofe Jews who had apoftatized from the 
cjo&rine of the trinity, you fay, p. 36, " they 
cc could not poflibly at the time he" [Chrift] 
c * appeared, have fuppofed that the Mefliah would 
cc be the fecond perfon in the trinity." And as 
to the Jews who were after our Saviour's time, 
you do not pretend to find among them any trace 
of the doftrine of the trinity, or of the divinity of 
of the Mefliah, With refpedt to thefe you fay, 
p. 33, fC I muft enter my folemn proteft againft 
" being guided by them, as to the fenfe o( the 
cc facred books, or in any matter of religion what- 
" ever ; becaufe the ble.fled mafter whom I pro- 
<c fefs to follow, and to obqr, has repeatedly cal- ! 
Cf led the predeceflbrs and initruftors of thefe mo„ 
cc dern Jews, fools and blind, i. e. as to religious 
<c knowledge, and has faid of them, they be blind 
<c leaders of the blind \ and if the blind lead the blind r 
"Jhall not both fall into the ditch?' 

But can you, Sir, imagine that, if our Saviour 
had found in the Jewilh teachers fo capital a de- 
parture from the doftrine concerning God, as this 
apoftacy from the ancient Mofaic dottrine of the 
trinity muft have been, he would not have dif- 
tinftly pointed it out, and that he would not have 
Warned the people againft the falfe gioffes of the v 
M 4 Scribes 
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Scribes and Pharifees upon this article of Ae 
law, as he did on others of much iefe importance ? 
He had one fine opportunity, you nraft acknow- 
ledge, of doing this, and of explaining the doc- 
trine concerning the divine eflence, when he was 
queftioned about the firfi comwumdment % Mark xii. 
28. But both the Scribe and himielf, on that re- 
markable occafiofT, aflert the abfolute unity of th<* 
divine nature. 

Tou do maintain, however, p. 119, that onr 
Lord's own difciples were at lez&fuffiaentfy prepared 
by his difcourfes to confider him as God, during 
their intercourfe with him. But how does this ap- 
pear, when after his crucifixion we find two of his 
difciples on their way to Emmaus, exprefling their 
higheft admiration of him in thefe words, Luke 
xxiv. 19. Jefta of Nazareth, who was a prophet 
nighty in word and deed, before God and alt the 
people. Is this, the natural language of men who 
had ever considered Chrift as properly God, ot 
who were at all prepared fo to do. 

I fhall not enter with you into a difcuffion of 
the meaning of particular texts j having, as I 
think, fufficiently explained all thofe on which 
you defcant, in my other writings. But I cannot 
help noticing ydur very curious interpretation of 
of Chrilt's faying, John v. 30, that be could do no- 
thing ofhimfelf. " We fee then," you fay, p. 62, 
w in what fenfe only the Son of God, in this paf- 
I « fage, 
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* fage, difclairns any power of his own, and! lays, 
" that be can do natbhtg of himfelf, vir. as a&ing 
cc diftmftiy from his Father, with whom he was 
a united." Btrt would yotr, Sir, have put the 
fame conftru&ion on any fimilar faying of Mofes, 
or any other prophei; ? Befides, if in this fenfc 
only Chrift could do nothing of himfelf, in the 
fame fcnfe the Father alio could do nothing of 
himfelf ; fmce, on your hypothefis, he muft always 
aft in conjunftipn with the Son* But where do 
you find any affertion like this in the fcriptures? 

Indeed, Sir, unlefs you, or your friends, can make 
a better defence than you have yet done of the doc- 
trine of the trinity, notwithftanding you fay, Adv* 
p. 6. you confider me u as by no means a formid- 
" able opponent on fcriptural fubjefts," the confe- 
quence of which you exprefs fo much dread, ibid. 
p. 7. viz. that " the religion of this once chriftian 
cc land will be reduced to a level with Maho- 
" metanifm, and even in fomc refpefts below it,'* 
muft follow. In this method of characterizing 
unitarianifm, you think, no doubt, to bring an 
odium upon it. But the comparifon is now too 
much hackneyed for that purpofe ; and you arc 
miftaken if you think that I am afhamed to avow 
my agreement witfi the Mahometans, or any 
other part of the human race, in the doftrine of 
the divine unity, and to worfhip together with 
them, the one God and Father of all, the. maker of 

heaven and earth. 

You, 
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You, Sir, as well as my other adverfaries think, 
I prefume, to derive fome advantage to your 
caufe, from depreciating my knowledge of the 
learned languages, which is fo neceflary in thefe 
theological difcuflions. Dr„ Horfley will not 
allow me to know any thing of Greek. Mr. Bad- 
cock makes me ignorant even of Latin, and you 
fay of me, Adv. p. 6. "he appears to have but a 
cc (lender acquaintance with the original language 
" of the Old Teftament, and never to have read 
cc the Hebrew Bible with care and attention. If 
€€ he had, it feems almoft impoflible that he 
u fhould fallen into fuch palpable errors as he 
<c has done." You even infinuate, p. 3. that I 
may not know cc that D* is as truly a plural ter- 
<* mination in Hebrew, as — s is in our Ian-* 
" guage." > 

Whether I be ignorant of Hebrew, or not, 
your f roofs of my ignorance are not a little cu- 
rious. One of them is that, " in the fcdtion of my 
" Introduftion, which profeffedjy relates to the 
Cf fcriptures in general, I have not produced a 
" fingle Hebrew word." (Adv. p. 6.) which \ 
might have done, and yet have known very little 
of the language. And as to the unpardonable 
miftake I have fallen into, it is no other than I 
dare fay, Bifhop Lowth, or Dr. Kennicott, would 
have fallen into as well as myfelf. For neither 
of them would probably have thought of infeTring 
the dodtrine of the trinity from the word aleim. 
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On this fubjeft of the knowledge of Hebrew, 
I will fay (and you may fmile at me if you pieafe) 
that as I have faid I would not exchange my 
knowledge of Greek for that of Dr. Horfley, fo 
neither would I exchange my knowledge of He- 
brew with even that of Mr. Parkhurft, unfeen, 
and unexamined. 

. I have, in the courfe of my life, given very par- 
ticular attention to the Hebrew language. I began 
the ftudy of it when I was about fifteen, and re- 
member that at about eighteen I read in the hifto- 
rical books of the Old Teftament, from Hebrew 
into Englifh at family prayers. I taught He- 
brew to a friend now living, before I was eighteen. 
Before I was twenty, I had read the Hebrew Bible 
twice through, once with points, and once without 
points. I had, likewife, read other books in He- 
brew befides the Bible, and had begun the ftudy 
of other oriental languages. I was then pretty 
well acquainted with Syriac, and was able to read 
.Arabic. After this, though my attention was 
drawn to other obje&s, I never wholly laid alide 
my application to Hebrew ; and it has happened 
jhat, within lefs than fix months of the laft 
year, I read the Hebrew Bible quite through, 
chiefly in Kcnnicott's edition (led to it in fome 
meafure, by a prefent being made me of that noble 
work by a perfon unknown, and for which T 
take this opportunity of returning thanks for it) 
^nd this I did without confidering it as any great 

addition 
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addition to my other bufinefs. If after all this, 
I know fo very little of Hebrew as you repre- 
fent, there muft be famething very extraordinary 
in the cafe ; and the ftory will yiekl but little 
encouragement to other perfons to apply to it. 

But really, Sir, the important queftion is not, 
whether Dr. Horfley or myfelf know more of 
Greek, or whether you or I know more of He- 
brew, but which of us makes the beft ufe of what 
we do know. 

With real refpcft, though with great difference 
of opinion, I am, 

Rev. Sir, 
Your very humble Servant. 

J. PRIESTLEY. 



BIRMINGHAM, 
March 7, 1787* 
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